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sociopolitical context. Through an extensive content analysis of 105 sermon transcripts
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Protestant Christian subgroups’ (via individual perceptions of pastors through their
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

For this research project, I examine how the church communities of various
Protestant Christian groups portray, and construct their identity in opposition to, the
LGBT (lesbians, gay men, bisexuals, and transsexuals) community in the United States.
This research is important and relevant because of the ongoing struggles in regard to the
civil rights of the sexual minorities and their equal right to marriage. Many sects within
the Protestant Christian religion are perhaps the most opposing of LGBT rights, and it is
important to understand where that opposition is rooted. The primary objective of this
study is to apply subcultural identity theory to pulpit rhetoric in order to determine how
Protestant Christian subcultures construct their in-group identities against the LGBT outgroup. Using this theoretical framework, I answer 1) how the pulpit rhetoric constructs
the in-group’s view of the LGBT community, 2) how the pulpit rhetoric communicates
in-group norms to create a collective identity, and 3) how the speakers use in-group
identity to call for political action. In order to answer this inquiry, I analyzed Protestant
sermon transcripts posted online at www.sermoncentral.com.
I analyzed sermon transcripts that are posted on Sermon Central’s website. I treat
these sermons as self-reports because they are posted onto the website by the pastors who
preached them. Anyone who wants to post a sermon on the website must be a member of
Sermon Central. The website boasts over 145,000 sermons, but I used the keyword search
1

engine to search “homosexuality,” which is a common word used by conservative
Christians to reference LGBT members, and other terms referencing sexual minorities
(i.e. “faggot,” “queer,” “LGBT,” “lesbian,” “gay,” and “homosexual”). This search
narrowed the data to 117 sermons pertaining to the LGBT community.
Through the content analysis of sermon transcripts, I examine key themes and
concepts referencing the LGBT community in order to determine the sampled pastors’
overall portrayal of said community. Through this content analysis, I examine how social
norms, collective identities, and/or the “Us v. Them” approach are formed. The
justification of one’s stance on LGBT rights is examined as a means of boundary
construction. And finally, any mentioning of political concepts illustrates how the pastors
use their political capital within their sermons to influence their congregations. The
sermons were uploaded to MAXQDA in order to organize and create both broad themes
and specific subthemes to examine the pulpit rhetoric. Through the use of said software, I
am able to observe any trends or anomalies in the sermons which will lead to my further
understanding of the relationship between the two communities studied. First and
foremost, a detailed explanation of the theoretical framework must be provided to better
understand the goals and significance of this project.
The theoretical approach for this project is Smith, Emerson, Gallagher, Kennedy,
and Sikkink’s (1998) subcultural identity theory. Smith et al.’s theory is used to help
explain the contentious relationship of in-groups and out-groups. For this project, I
consider “in-groups” to be religious subcultures and I consider “out-groups” to be the
LGBT community and proponents of the right to marry for LGBT couples. This project
expands on Smith et al.’s (1998) theory in multiple ways. Before an in-depth discussion
2

of my theoretical framework, I provide statistically significant evidence of continued
tensions and negative perceptions of gay men and lesbians and the right to equal marriage
laws for sexual minorities that many Protestant Christians hold in the 21st century. In the
next chapter, I use General Social Survey (GSS) data from 2012 to illustrate trends
perceptions of sexual minorities, and later attempt to explain those trends through my
content analysis of sermon transcripts. From the content analysis, I find that much of the
pulpit rhetoric aligns with the three stages of subcultural identity theory by alienating the
out-group, solidifying and unifying the in-group, and calling for action to maintain the
group norms, values, and customs of the in-group.

3

CHAPTER II
FRAMING AND BACKGROUND

I use the 2012 General Social Survey (GSS) as evidence to illustrate the relevance
and importance of this project. By understanding the general population’s views on
sexual minorities and gay marriage, I can see social and cultural norms and their
relationship with Protestant religious groups. Sherkat, Powell-Williams, Maddox, and
Mattias de Vries (2011) report a dramatic increase in support and acceptance of gay
rights in a span of thirty years. The results from the 2012 GSS data illustrate important
trends of negative perceptions from Protestant Christians regarding the LGBT
community. Subsequently, the content analysis is an attempt to explain the existing trends
in Protestant perceptions and examine the role of pulpit rhetoric.
For the GSS survey analysis, the entire sampled survey population is reduced to
only respondents who identified as Protestant Christians (n=2207). The data collected
from the 2012 GSS is used to determine if there are any significant bivariate relationships
between religious strength, political party identifications, views on sexual minorities, and
views on equal marriage laws. Because this study focuses on Protestant pulpit rhetoric,
political references, and other connections that often result from the pulpit, I examine the
relationship between religious strength (i.e. religiosity) and political party identification
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among the sampled population of Protestant Christians1. From there, I examine the
relationships between both religiosity and political party identification and views on
sexual minorities. Finally, I examine the relationships between both religiosity and
political party identification and attitudes towards the right to marry for LGBT couples.2
Results
Cross-tabulations of Political Party ID, Perceptions of Sexual Minorities, and
Perceptions of Marriage Equality with Religiosity Scale
As seen in Table 2.1 below, the first cross-tabulation is conducted between the
Religiosity scale and the Political Party Identification variable. The table shows that for
Protestant respondents with high religious strength, the most common political party
allegiance is with the Republican Party (40%). Additionally, the Democratic Party is the
most common political party affiliation for moderately religious Protestant respondents
(45%). Finally, for Protestant respondents with low religious strength, the most common
political party allegiance is with the Independent Party (38%). To summarize this crosstabulation, Protestant respondents are more likely to identify with the Republican Party if
they have higher levels of religiosity. Furthermore, Protestant respondents are more likely
to identify with the Democratic Party or as an Independent if they have moderate or low
levels of religious strength.

The Religiosity Scale is an additive scale composed of five variables: 1) How often respondent attends
religious services, 2) How often respondent prays, 3) Respondent’s perception of the strength of their
religious affiliation, 4) The belief in life after death, and 5) Whether or not the respondent reads scripture
outside of religious services.
2
Review the Methods, Hypotheses, and Coding Procedures of the GSS Analysis in Appendix A. The GSS
outputs of the religiosity scale and descriptive statistics can been seen in Appendix C.
1
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Table 2.1

Cross-tabulation of Religiosity and Political Party Identification

Political Party
Democrat
Independent
Republican
Total

The sample size (N) is 645.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

a

Level of Religiositya
Low
Moderate
High
63 (32%)
76 (38%)
61 (30%)
200

110 (45%)
70 (28%)
67 (27%)
247

66 (33%)
52 (26%)
80 (40%)
198

X2
17.608**

Table 2.2 shows the relationship between religious strength and perceptions of
LGBT relationships. Nearly ninety percent of the Protestant respondents with the highest
level of religiosity are discontent with, and unaccepting of, sexual minorities.
Additionally, the majority (55%) of respondents with the lowest religious strength view
sexual minority relationships in a positive light. In regard to the moderately religious
respondents, the majority (63%) view LGBT relationships as wrong. In other words,
these findings illustrate that the stronger one’s religiosity, the more likely they are to
view sexual minority relationships as wrong.
Table 2.2

Cross-tabulation of Religiosity and Perceptions of Sexual Minorities

Perceptions of Sexual Minorities
Wrong
Sometimes Wrong
Not Wrong At All
Total
The sample size (N) is 399.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

a

Level of Religiositya
Low
Moderate
High
45 (37%) 97 (63%)
10 (8%)
7 (5%)
66 (55%) 51 (33%)
121
155

6

110 (89%)
3 (2%)
10 (8%)
123

X2
72.001**

Table 2.3 shows the relationship between religious strength and perceptions of
marriage equality for the LGBT community. Similar to the findings in Table 2.2, this
cross-tabulation shows that respondents with the highest levels of religiosity are more
likely to disagree with the right for LGBT couples to marry (73%) and respondents with
the least religious strength are more likely to support the right for LGBT couples to marry
(60%). Similar to the findings in Table 2.2, the moderately religious respondents were
more likely to disapprove of sexual minorities’ right to marry (50%).
Table 2.3

Cross-tabulation of Religiosity and Perceptions of Marriage Equality
Level of Religiositya
Low Moderate High

Perceptions of Marriage Equality
Disagree
42 (34%) 77 (50%) 89 (73%)
Neither Disagree or Agree
8 (6%) 12 (8%)
8 (7%)
Agree
74 (60%) 66 (42%) 25 (20%)
Total
124
155
122

X2
41.625**

The sample size (N) is 401.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

a

ANOVA Test Results
As previously stated, the analyses performed include cross-tabulations and
analysis of variance (ANOVA). Political party identification, perceptions of sexual
minorities, and perceptions of marriage equality all varied significantly among the three
levels (Low, Moderate, and High) of the Religiosity scale. Table 2.4, shown below,
shows the ANOVA results of the aforementioned variables and the full religiosity scale.
The mean of religiosity is shown in the table below and is based off of the 0-22 range for
the religiosity scale.

7

In regard to all of the independent variables, the average level of religiosity for
participants on each issue (i.e. Party ID, Perceptions of LGBT, and Perceptions of Gay
Marriage) is approximately 16 on the religiosity scale. This means that the participants,
on average, fell into the moderately religious range. Table 2.4 shows that the highest
levels of religiosity on average is found for those who believe LGBT relationships are
wrong (17.53) and those who disagree with marriage equality for sexual minorities
(17.41). Likewise, those who are most supportive of LGBT relationships and marriage
equality have the lowest levels of religiosity on average (13.47 and 14.19). Table 2.4 is
further evidence of the relationship between religiosity levels and perceptions of LGBT
couples and their right to marry. The higher one’s religious strength, the more likely they
are to disapprove or disagree with sexual minorities.
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Table 2.4

Analysis of Variance of Religiosity and Independent Variablesa

Independent Variables Mean Rel. Sum of Squares df Mean Square F-Statistic
Political Party ID
Democrat
16.13
Independent
15.35
Republican
16.71
Total
16.08
Between Groups
190.314
2
95.157
4.814**
Within Groups
12671.3
641
19.768
Perceptions of LGBT
Wrong
Sometimes Wrong
Not Wrong At All
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Perceptions of Gay Marriage
Disagree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Agree
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
a

17.53
14.19
13.47
16.08

17.41
16.17
14.19
16.00

1457.77
6530.76

2
393

728.886
16.618

43.862***

950.532
7187.07

2
396

475.266
18.149

26.187***

(N) differs for each ANOVA test.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Cross-Tabulations of Political Party ID, Perceptions of Sexual Minorities, and
Perceptions of Marriage Equality without Religiosity Scale
Returning to cross-tabulations, the findings in Table 2.5 explain the relationship
between political party affiliations of the sampled Protestants and their perceptions of the
LGBT relationships. Again, as expected, Protestant respondents who identified with the
Republican Party are the most likely to disagree with sexual minority relationships
(75%). However, the majority of Protestant respondents who identify with the Democrat
and/or Independent parties are also more likely to view LGBT relationships as wrong
9

(58% and 57%). The relationship between political party affiliations and perceptions of
sexual minorities is ambiguous. The table below shows that more Republican Protestant
respondents disagree with LGBT relationships. Nonetheless, the majority of both
Democrat and Independent Protestant respondents also view LGBT relationships as
wrong.
Table 2.5

Cross-tabulation of Political Party Identification and Perceptions of Sexual
Minorities

Political Party Identificationa
Democrat
Independent
Republican
Perceptions of Sexual Minorities
Wrong
276 (58%)
242 (57%)
341 (75%)
Sometimes Wrong
25 (5%)
30 (7%)
26 (6%)
Not Wrong At All
176 (37%)
154 (36%)
85 (19%)
Total
477
426
452

X2
47.84**

The sample size (N) is 1355.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

a

The final table (Table 2.6) examines the relationship between political party
affiliations and perceptions of marriage equality for sexual minorities amongst the sample
of Protestant respondents. Once again, Protestant respondents who most identify with the
Republican Party are the most disapproving of marriage equality (71%). Protestant
respondents who identify with the Democratic Party, on the other hand, are the most
supportive of marriage equality (49%). The slight majority Protestant respondents who
identify as Independents are supportive of marriage equality for sexual minorities (45%).
The below findings illustrate that there are polarized political views (i.e. Democrat v.
Republican) regarding the issue of equal marriage rights for gay men and lesbians.
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Table 2.6

Cross-tabulation of Political Party Identification and Perceptions of
Marriage Equality

Political Party Identificationa
Democrat
Independent Republican
X2
Perceptions of Marriage Equality
114.35**
Disagree
194 (40%)
190 (43%)
330 (71%)
Neither Disagree or Agree
55 (11%)
51 (12%)
35 (8%)
Agree
239 (49%)
200 (45%)
98 (21%)
Total
488
441
463
The sample size (N) is 1392.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

a

Overall, the aforementioned findings show the relationship between religious
strength, political party allegiances, perceptions of LGBT relationships, and perceptions
of marriage equality for LGBT couples. These findings show that, for the most part, there
is a statistically significant relationship between the strength of one’s religion, their
political ideologies, and their perceptions of sexual minority relationships and the right to
marry for sexual minorities. Respondents with the most religious strength and
respondents who are more politically-conservative are more likely to disapprove of the
LGBT community and marriage equality. In the Discussion and Conclusion section of
this study, I explain how the content analysis explains the existing trends seen in the
aforementioned GSS findings.
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CHAPTER III
THEORY

For this study, I utilize the methods of content analysis and survey analysis to
gain a further understanding of how religious institutions can develop an identity through
pulpit discourse and how they could use that identity to call for and motivate political
action. My content analysis is based on rhetoric of Protestant ministers that is
communicated from the pulpit. I contend that the pulpit rhetoric of the various churches
reflect each particular church’s (or church’s pastor’s) identity in regard to the issue of
same-sex marriage which, in turn, can result in calls for policy-making decisions and
political activism in opposition to the LGBT community. For my theoretical argument, I
have chosen to use Smith, Emerson, Gallagher, Kennedy, and Sikkink’s (1998)
subcultural identity theory to better understand Protestant members’ affiliation and
identity within their churches or denominations. Unlike Smith et al., however, I apply the
theory to a broader array of Protestant denominations rather than just those who identify
as evangelical Protestants. Additionally, I extend on Smith et al.’s (1998) theory by
applying it to a different community (i.e. one specific website) and I examine sermons
over a twelve-year period in the 21st century rather than only the 1990s.
There are three stages of subcultural identity theory which pertain to this study.
The first stage is a negative relationship or interaction with an out-group that violates the
norms of the particular in-group. Secondly, because of these tensions between different
12

groups, a heightened sense of identification and affiliation is promoted within the
religious subculture. And lastly, the increase of collective identity and group affiliation
spurs political action from the religious subculture which is justified through religious
beliefs, norms, principles and traditions of the group (Kelly 2014; Smith et al. 1998).
Subcultural identity theory illustrates how an increase in group identity and affiliation (or
social capital) can result in political actions and decisions made by the group in attempts
to reestablish the norms, traditions, and values threatened by an out-group. This study
uses subcultural identity theory to better understand the sermons and the possible effects
they might have on constructing and maintaining church identities that oppose the LGBT
movement and marital rights of LGBT couples.
Expanding on the first stage of subcultural identity theory, differences in
worldviews between groups and the interactions within those groups are essential. Unlike
churches that alienate themselves from the larger secular society, many churches interact
daily with the secular world in hopes of converting non-believers to believers. In contrast,
Smith et al. contend that without “distinction, engagement, tension, conflict, and threat”,
evangelical Protestantism would not thrive, as it does, in a modern society (1998: 89).
Therefore, the authors argue that evangelicalism, which is a term that I later discuss in
more detail, sets itself up in contrast and conflict with pluralistic modernity (Smith et al.,
1998). Nonetheless, the key component of the first stage is the social interactions (or
social capital) that exists within and between in-groups and out-groups.
The second stage of subcultural identity theory occurs when the social
interactions that transpire in the groups create boundaries between the groups and
enhance group affiliations. Smith et al. note “human identities… are always and
13

necessarily constructed through interaction with other humans in the context of relatively
stably patterned social groups” (1998: 90). Social interaction within the group is the
driving force behind the identity formation of the group, but differentiation from those
outside the group solidifies that identity. The differentiation from and conflict with outgroup members magnify and cement in-group identity. Perhaps the most accurate
understanding of one’s group identity is not to know the norms of the group, but to fully
recognize the antonyms of those group norms. Smith et al. state: “ingroups establish what
it means to be ‘in’ primarily by contrasting with outgroups whose members are ‘out”
(1998: 91). This influx of identity and increased strength in group affiliation prepares and
often promotes the religious subculture to take action.
The final stage of subcultural identity theory is the mobilization of that
strengthened identity for social or political action from the group which perceives a threat
from the out-group. Despite the increase in modernity and secularity throughout the
United States, many conservative and evangelical Protestants have been successful in
acquiring new members which results in larger religious groups. Sociopolitical activism
remains evident from the religious right in the 21st century in regard to many issues, but
especially on social issues (e.g. abortion, gay marriage, etc.). Sherkat et al. (2011) found
not only that the public’s perception of marital rights for LGBT couples have and
continue to increase in the last three decades, but they predict that within the next decade
the majority of Americans will support marriage equality. By acknowledging the
components of subcultural identity theory and Sherkat et al.’s findings, activism and
resistance to modernity will continue from many conservative Christian subcultures in
the United States.
14

In the construction of the religious subculture’s identity, many Protestant groups
(especially evangelicals) develop and maintain their identity based on their differences
from the larger, secular society of modernity (Bartkowski 2004; Smith et al. 1998; Kelly
2014). Furthermore, the differences emphasized by many Protestant denominations and
churches from the secularized society are based on morality. In other words, the
differences bring to light what makes the religious subcultures moral and right and what
makes the secular society immoral, wrong, and against God. Therefore, an “Us v. Them”
or “Good v. Evil” identity is often constructed by many evangelical Protestant churches
and denominations. As Smith and colleagues note, “More typically, an ‘us’ and ‘them’
mentality prevails, often along with a certain un-self-critical paternalism” (1998: 133).
The paternalistic nature of many Protestants demonstrates that group affiliates of the
religious subcultures believe they know what is in the best interest of society which is the
motivation for their calls to political action.
When one strengthens their group identity and group affiliation, the results are a
reaffirmation of group norms and values, and a stronger resentment to the violation of
those norms and values. One of the most influential religious group identifications in the
modern United States is evangelical Protestants. Evangelical beliefs and characteristics
can be summarized in four distinct parts: 1) biblical inerrancy, 2) the emphasis of
conversion, or accepting Christ, 3) missionary activities through evangelizing and
activism and 4) the belief in Christ’s sacrificial death to save his followers (Wellman
2008; Hankins 2008). The religious subculture’s perceived obligation of paternalism is
evident in many conservative Protestant denominations’ choice to evangelize, or bring
people to know Jesus Christ as their personal Lord and Savior, to the secular world.
15

Through this evangelizing, there are more opportunities for interaction and, subsequently,
conflict with out-groups. Regardless of the outcome, evangelicalism’s target of
individuals’ decisions to accept or deny Christ only further strengthens the religious
subculture’s strength and identity (Smith et al. 1998).
Religious faiths support very basic human necessities: identity, solidarity,
meaning, order, and purpose. Because religion often fulfills these fundamental human
requisites, followers adhere to religious beliefs (Smith et al. 1998). As evidenced by
many scholars (e.g. Smith et al. 1998; Wellman 2008; and Hankins 2008), despite the
growing decline in self-affiliations and church attendances of many Protestant
denominations, evangelical Protestants continue to thrive and grow in an increasingly
secular world. Smith and colleagues argue that this growth is due to the fact that many
conservative Protestant subcultures, such as evangelicals, rely on establishing their
differences from the larger world of modernity to maintain their own identities. Because
of this enhancement of identity and affiliation, political activism often results.
Evangelicals believe one of the primary avenues to promote social change is through
political activism (Smith et al. 1998; Hankins 2008; Wellman 2008). In order to have
success through social and political activism, the group must not only retain its members,
but it must also expand in quantity (i.e. evangelizing and acquiring “lost” souls).
Social interactions are vitally important to evangelism and the growth of religious
subcultural groups. Through micro-level social interactions (i.e. face-to-face
interactions), members of religious groups can reach out and attempt to acquire new
members. Group membership retention and, especially, membership expansion are
essential to maintaining and strengthening the values, norms, and customs of the in16

group. The construction and maintenance of identity and group affiliation can also be
defined as social capital. While the primary theoretical framework for this project is
subcultural identity theory, there are clear indications of different forms of capital (e.g.
social and political) that are present in the various stages of Smith et al.’s (1998) theory.
Cornelia Butler Flora and Jan L. Flora (2008) understood the concept of social
capital as having multiple purposes and group outcomes, especially the creation and
reinforcement of in-group identity. Flora and Flora note, “Norms can be reinforced
through a variety of processes: forming groups, collaborating within and among groups,
developing a united view of a shared future, forming or reinforcing collective identity,
and engaging in collective action” (2008: 117). The creation of group norms and a shared
worldview reaffirms the identity of many Protestant denominations and churches.
Contributing to this understanding of social capital, the legacies passed down from
generation to generation (or what Flora and Flora refer to as cultural capital) is important
in understanding how these norms and worldviews are maintained over time. While many
social capital scholars examine two-way interactions, this study (and particularly, the
content analysis) only observes one-way interaction (i.e. pulpit to congregation). The
concept of social capital is useful because, when pastors preach their sermons, they are
displaying social capital in the creation or reiteration of their church’s identity relating to
the LGBT community and marriage equality.
Continuing with Flora and Flora’s (2008) community capitals framework, I use
political capital to assist the subcultural identity theory in better understanding the
construction of norms and worldviews of various Protestant denominations. Both social
and political capitals derive from the collective identity of the religious subcultures in this
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study. Political capital, according to Flora and Flora, “Is the ability of a group to
influence the distribution of resources within a social unit, including helping set the
agenda of what resources are available” (2008: 144). Political capital is the mobilization
of norms and identities into political action to influence the laws and policies with which
a society operates. One may contend that political capital could not be possible without
social capital to justify a religious subculture’s stance on a particular sociopolitical issue,
complementing Smith and colleagues’ conceptualization of the mobilization of
Evangelical Protestant identities to call for political action.
To summarize the theoretical design for this project, I utilize the subcultural
identity theory and social and political capital to explain how various churches construct
their views pertaining to the LGBT community and marriage equality for LGBT couples.
A primary focus of this project is the actual transcripts of pulpit rhetoric, the use of this
rhetoric to form and reinforce religious identities, what political actions (if any) the
sermons call upon their congregations to do, and any pulpit rhetoric addressing of public
policies that revolve around the issue of LGBT civil rights. The combination of
subcultural identity theory and political and cultural capital will account for any
significant findings in both the content analysis and survey analysis. Overall, by
understanding the sociopolitical contexts of the sermons which may influence the
rhetoric, one can better comprehend the churches’ views and quarrels with the issue of
marriage equality, which is the overarching goal of this project. Before reviewing
previous works on the topic, it is important to build an understanding of the historical
context of the issue.
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CHAPTER IV
CONTEXTUAL NARRATIVE

Pulpits of Intolerance
In an interview with ABC News reporter Robin Roberts on May 9th, 2012,
President Barack Obama stated, “It is important for me to go ahead and affirm that I think
same-sex couples should be able to get married” (Obama 5/9/2012). The television
interview with the President spread like wildfire across social media outlets, news
networks, print media, and in conversations among the American people. Four days later,
in Maiden, North Carolina, Providence Road Baptist Church’s Pastor Charles L. Worley
stepped into the pulpit to speak on the issue. In reference to President Obama’s
comments, Pastor Worley proclaimed, “I ain’t gonna vote for a baby killer and a
homosexual lover… it makes me puking sick” (Worley 5/13/12). Pastor Worley’s
comments are clear examples of how political and religious identities interact to shape
political capital within the sermons.
Pastor Steve Anderson, of Tempe, Arizona, illustrated another example of
advocating for political action based on religious identity in his sermon when he
screamed in outrage to his congregation at Faithful Word Baptist Church. “I’ll stand
behind the pulpit and call him the faggot that he is… hey, let me tell you something, our
country is run by faggots” (Anderson 8/22/2009). The statement made by Pastor
Anderson was met with vast approval and applause by the congregation. When asked by
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a television reporter if his church was a “hate-group,” Pastor Anderson stated, “If hating
homosexuals makes our church a hate group, then that’s what we are” (Anderson
12/4/2010). Anderson’s statement is an example of social capital at work because he
creates an “Us v. Them” dynamic that alienates anyone in the LGBT community from
inclusion into their church group. Anderson clarified in a television interview, “Do I
hate? Absolutely, am I just all about hate? No, I am sure that I am much more about love
then I am about hate” (Anderson 12/4/2010). Despite Pastor Anderson’s statements and
acceptance among the church-members, the Faithful Word Baptist Church strives to
maintain an image of a loving environment.
Pastor Sean Harris of Berean Baptist Church in Fayetteville, North Carolina,
addressed his congregation on the issue of gay men and lesbians. Pastor Harris shouted,
“Dads, the second that you see your son dropping the limp wrist, you walk over there and
crack that wrist… man up, give them a good punch.” Pastor Harris’ statement was
greeted with laughter and applause. Harris continued, “And when your daughter starts
acting too ‘butch,’ you reign her in… oh no, sweetheart, you can play sports… play them
to the glory of God. But sometimes you’re going to act like a girl, and walk like a girl,
and smell like a girl. And that means that you’re going to be beautiful, you’re going to be
attractive, and you’re going to dress yourself up” (Harris 5/2/2012). The remarks made
by Pastor Harris condemn any deviations from traditional gender roles that have been
embraced by the Protestant community. Harris’ comments reflect a continuance of
traditions and legacies reflecting an emphasis on maintaining group norms.

20

Political History
The aforementioned statements made from the ministers come directly from the
pulpit. In 1954, Senator Lyndon B. Johnson passed legislation through congress which
became known as the Johnson Amendment. The Johnson Amendment’s purpose
prohibited tax-exempt organizations, such as churches, from endorsing or opposing
political candidates (Mayer 2009). However, the enforcement of the amendment’s
original design has been problematic. According to Notre Dame Law Professor, Lloyd
Hitoshi Mayer, “The Internal Revenue Service has never taken a house of worship to
court for alleged violation of the prohibition through political comments from the pulpit,
presumably at least in part because of concerns about the constitutionality of doing so”
(Mayer 2009:1138). Thus, socio-political support or condemnation still exists within the
United States from the pulpit of churches.
Those in favor of marriage equality have called for the federal governmental to
step in and resolve this dispute (i.e. make equal marriage laws legal at the national level).
In contrast, many politicians and advocates for “traditional” marriage, or marriage
between a man and a woman, argue that it is the states’ right to define marriage and that
it is unconstitutional for the federal government to make such changes. One must
acknowledge the fact that the U.S. Constitution does not define marriage. Instead,
marriage regulation is left to individual states to mandate. Approximately seventeen
states (plus Washington D.C.) have legalized same-sex marriage while over thirty mostly
conservative-leaning states, but also inclusive of liberal-leaning and swing states, have
implemented constitutional amendments banning same-sex marriage.
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In addition to the Johnson Amendment’s role in this social issue, there have been
a variety of other sociopolitical events that have caused even more tensions and
arguments amongst political leaders and the general public. The House Resolution 235
was introduced to Congress in January of 2005 to repeal the Johnson Amendment of
1954 and gain rhetorical freedom for ministers to voice their opinions on socio-political
issues. The Houses of Worship Free Speech Restoration Act (HR 235) was unsuccessful
and did not pass through Congress. Since the legislative failure, coalitions of Protestant
ministers have merged to form “Pulpit Freedom Sunday” which calls to amend the 1954
legislation that prohibited political praise or condemnation of tax-exempt institutions.
Thus, many religious leaders have become politically active in attempting to persuade the
passing of legislations in their favor. However, religious leaders were not the only
political activists vying against political agendas in favor of LGBT civil rights.
On May 8th, 2012, one day prior to President Obama’s statements supporting the
right to marriage for LGBT members, the state of North Carolina passed a marriage
amendment law that prevents the issuances of marriage licenses to same-sex couples.
Currently, there are seven states that have no laws neither banning nor establishing the
legal rights for LGBT couples to marry, and twenty-six states that have laws that ban gay
marriage (Garvey et al. 2014). Seventeen states and the District of Columbia currently
recognize same-sex marriage (National Conference of State Legislatures 2014). North
Carolina was not an outlier when it passed its legislation. In fact, the closest state to the
southern region of the United States that allows same-sex marriage is Maryland (NCSL
2014). Religion and religious institutions in an area known as the “Bible Belt,” which this
name suggests the prominent conservative and religious values of the area, have a direct
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impact on the political framework of the states, regions, towns, and local communities
(Barton 2012; Dochuk 2010). However, this relationship between religion and politics is
known throughout the country in non-southern regions as well.
Following President Obama’s change of heart, former-President Clinton, who
originally passed the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) in 1996 that prohibited federal
recognition of same-sex marriage, changed his stance on the issue and confirmed his
support for the right for gay men and lesbians to marry. The most recent legislative battle
on the issue came on June 26, 2013, when the Supreme Court ruled DOMA as
unconstitutional and allowed for same-sex marriages to resume in the state of California
(Rubin, 2013; Stark & Roberts, 2013). Now that the Supreme Court rulings have passed,
further arguments and debates will likely occur from both the church community and the
LGBT community. This study is an example of how religion and politics are interrelated
in today’s sociopolitical context. To justify this study, an extensive literature review on
religious groups must be provided in order to understand its relevance and importance.
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Table 4.1

Timeline of Marriage Laws for LGBT Couples

Year
Legal Decision
1996 The Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) is passed and denied all legal recognition
and benefits to same-sex couples.
1999

In Baker v. Vermont (December 20), the Vermont Supreme Court ruled that
same-sex couples were entitled to the same benefits as married heterosexual
couples.

2000

Vermont became the first state to grant and recognize civil unions to LGBT
couples (April 19).

2004

Massachusetts became the first state to grant the right for LGBT couples to marry
(May 17).

2008

Connecticut became the second state to grant the right for LGBT couples to marry
(November 12).

2009

Iowa (April 3), Maine (May 6), Vermont (September 1), and the District of
Columbia (December 18) all granted marriage equality. However, Maine’s law
was repealed by a popular vote of 53% to 47% (November 3).

2010

New Hampshire passed a law that legalizes the right for LGBT couples to marry
(January 1).

2011

New York becomes the sixth state to legalize gay marriage (June 24).

2012

Washington (February 8) and Maine granted equal rights to marriage laws
(December 29).
(Note: WA, ME, and MD were the first states to pass marriage equality laws by
popular vote).

2013

Maryland (January 1), Delaware (May 7), and Minnesota (May 14) legally grant
marriage equality laws.
The Supreme Court ruled that DOMA and California’s Proposition 8 were
unconstitutional (June 26).
California resumed legally marrying LGBT couples soon after the Court’s ruling.
Rhode Island (August 1), New Jersey (October 21), Hawaii (November 12), and
New Mexico (December 19) also adopt marriage equality laws.

2014

Illinois becomes the most recent state to grant marriage equality (passed on
November 20, 2013, but takes effect on June 1, 2014).

*Sources: National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL 2013) and an article found in The Boston
Globe (Boston Globe 2014).
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CHAPTER V
LITERATURE REVIEW

Before an in-depth discussion of common characteristics of the Protestant church
(both historically and presently), it is important to mention a few theoretical arguments
that are similar to, or have influenced, subcultural identity theory (e.g. secularization
theory and theories of modernization). One cannot address theories that attempt to
explain religious groups’ battle with modernity without addressing the concept of
secularization. Sociologist Max Weber (1930) first introduced the term secularization.
However, the sociological concept gained most of its popularity in the late 1950s and has
since been debated by scholars across multiple disciplines (Swatos & Christiano 1999).
Within Weber’s conception of the term, secularization was the rational alternative to
believing in the mystical and unknown. Simply put, secularization theory contends that as
society becomes more modern, the prominence of religious beliefs and practices will
continually wane (Wallace 1966; Swatos & Christiano 1999). Once again, the concept
continues to be debated, but, nonetheless, it has been influential in the study of modern
religious life.
Many scholars have addressed how various conservative Protestants handle the
pressures of modernity. Whether through the technique of isolating the group from
society (i.e. the fundamentalist approach) or by adapting to modernity all the while
maintaining a distinct shared identity and lifestyle (i.e. the evangelical approach), Hunter
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(1983, 1987) argued that many conservative Protestants have successfully withstood the
cultural changes of modernity and, simultaneously, strengthened their own identities.
Sikkink’s (1998) work also sought to understand how evangelical groups maintain their
identity against out-groups. On the other hand, other scholars (Becker & Hofmeister
2001) consider religious subcultures to be the religious identification at the macro-level
(e.g. Protestant v. Catholic) or the micro-level (e.g. Baptist, Methodist, etc.) and do not
emphasize actual practices and theologies, which is much different than Smith et al.’s
concept. Overall, subcultural identity theory is the most appropriate theoretical approach
for this project because it addresses how religious subcultures maintain their identity
when threatened by outsiders through taking action. In order to better understand the
application of subcultural identity theory to this project, I must thoroughly examine
common characteristics of conservative Christianity in the United States.
Protestantism
A clear and precise definition of Protestantism is required for this project given
the fact that only Protestant denominations are included in the analysis of this study. A
very broad term, Protestantism is a sect of Christianity that includes a plethora of
denominations which make it difficult to define this religious faction. At its core,
Protestantism differs from Catholicism in that Protestants do not give authority to the
Pope, only to God, and they often use the Bible as the primary means of authority
(Troeltsch 2012; May 1991). While various scholars have defined Protestantism, the
similarities and differences of various denominations within Protestant Christianity must
be noted to gain a better understanding of the religion. Nonetheless, it is essential to
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begin with the origins of this topic in order to have a full and engaged discussion of
religious life and, specifically, American religious life in the 21st century.
The Historical Roots of American Evangelical Protestantism
The birthplace of American evangelical Protestantism and, more specifically, the
first line to contemporary evangelicalism and fundamentalism3 in the United States took
place nearly four hundred years ago. In 1639, the first Baptist Church was founded by
Roger Williams in Rhode Island and quickly spread throughout other New England states
such as Connecticut and Massachusetts (Ammerman 1990). Throughout the years
following its birth, the Baptist denomination grew and, specifically, grew southward.
From the 1730s to the 1760s, The First Great Awakening “was a series of revivals that
swept across the American colonies” (Hankins 2008: 4). The Second Great Awakening
occurred at the end of the eighteenth century and beginning of the nineteenth century.
This religious revival came as a result of a religious backlash and decline during 1775 –
1780 when Enlightenment deism, or the belief in a God who created the world but
nothing else (i.e. the concepts of sin, salvation, and Christ’s return), became increasingly
popular (Hankins, 2008). Between 1800 and 1805, in the states of Kentucky and
Tennessee, there began various “camp meetings” amongst the Methodist and Baptist
churches to address all sorts of issues, whether theological or fiscal, which laid the
groundwork for what we now know as denominational convention meetings (Ammerman
1990).

While both denominations embrace conservative Christian theologies, Evangelicals thrive in the secular,
modern world and attempt to reach out and convert non-Christians into Christians (Smith et al. 1998;
Hankins 2008; Wellman 2008). Fundamentalists, on the other hand, tend to separate and isolate themselves
from the secular modern world (Wellman 2008).

3
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Some decades later, many scholars began serious critiques and skepticisms
regarding the assumption that there indeed was an ever-present deity. Creationism, or the
belief that God created the world in seven days, as noted in the first chapter of the book
of Genesis, was the first critique held by many skeptics. Hankins explains, “Charles
Darwin published Origin of Species in 1859 and The Descent of Man in 1870. While he
was not the first to theorize on the evolution of species, his works nevertheless
popularized evolution, postulated a particular theory as to how evolution took place, and
presented a challenge to supernatural readings of scripture” (2008: 23). The struggles and
fights waged between evolutionists and scriptural literalists would lead to a common
stance of anti-intellectualism from the conservative Protestants. Many conservative
Protestants viewed any consideration of an alternative to religion as a direct assault on
Christians; they were infuriated when the secular began intertwining with public
education.
In the Scopes Monkey Trial of the 1920s, a debate that sought to maintain a clear
separation of church and state by teaching Darwinism in public schools became known
nationally. The eventual ruling of the trial was that it was unconstitutional to ban the
teaching of evolution in public schools. The teaching of evolution was understood to
conflict with Biblical principles, and the Evangelical movement became paranoid that
their presence would no longer exist in an increasingly modern and secular world (Smith
et al. 1998). The rising popularity of the theory of evolution in the academic community
led to many scholars and liberals believing that this resistance and opposition to
evolutionary teachings in public schools (i.e. Scopes Monkey Trial) was one of many
attempts by the Religious Right to resist scientific discoveries and scientific evidence
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more broadly (Shields 2011). Therefore, as briefly mentioned previously, one could
assert that the Scopes’ decision led to an era of anti-intellectualism, or the opposition of
higher educational knowledge, from the most religiously-conservative Christians of the
20th century. However, other court cases to follow (e.g. Roe v. Wade of 1973) made the
Christian Right in the U.S. feel even more threatened and attacked than the decision on
secularism in public schools.
These cases are emblematic of the broader cultural conflicts developing between
conservative Protestant sects and modern American society. Indeed, the legacies and
norms passed down from generation to generation will not fade away easily; conservative
Protestants remain in constant struggle with the secular, modern world. However, some
sects or denominations within Protestantism handle this new world better than others. In
many ways, the increase in modernization and secularized norms instills in some
Protestants a fear of the unknown. In others (e.g. evangelicals), modernity and secularism
are viewed as a challenge and way to convert non-Christians into Christians.
Modernism
In an increasingly modern and secular, or non-religious, society, “scholars have
begun to argue that religions that maintain a distinctive or sheltered subculture have been
able to resist the secularizing effect of modernity” (Gallagher and Smith 1999: 213). This
quote highlights a key component of subcultural identity theory – the maintenance of
group identity. Therefore, many religious subcultures continue to thrive and, in fact,
actually establish stronger group identities as a result of the increased secularization of
society in the late 20th and early 21st centuries. Smith et al. (1998) offer a small allegory
to explain conservative Christianity’s attempts of resisting modernity:
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Religion stands in relation to modernity like someone on a small island in a path
of an oncoming hurricane trying to bargain with the sea for its storm surge to
abate by throwing shovelsful of sand at the breakers. Each shovel of sand slightly
hinders the next wave, all the while, the island shrinks ever smaller (98).
Despite their seemingly hopeless fight against an inevitable change in society, religious
groups continue to reassert their position against the “evils” of a secular world.
Threatened by Technology
The fact that the world is becoming both more technologically innovate and
globalized is often perceived as a threat by many conservative Protestants. Smith et al.
(1998) argues that Evangelical Protestantism was a prominent structure in the 19th
century; however, during the latter portion of the century, many changes ranging from
technological advances to intellectual thought began to threaten the Protestant worldview.
Nonetheless, conservative Protestants, especially fundamentalists, find comfort in their
small groups of interaction and group affiliation. Religious congregations are, in essence,
local communities of believers that gain experiences of communal solidarity,
interpersonal communication, trust, and support amongst other church members (Becker
1999). In Smith et al.’s (1998) study, many respondents noted that their belief gives them
hope and emotional support through trying times, which is parallel to Marx’s conception
of religion as the “opiate of the masses” (Tucker 1978:54). Indeed, the individuals
interviewed by Smith and colleagues (1998) proclaim that their faith gives them a
purpose in life and a reason for living. There is no doubt that religion plays in intricate
role in the social action and order of society.
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Religious rhetoric can shape political opinions. Wellman notes, “Evangelicals
have used religious language and spiritual capital to persuade and sustain forms of
cultural and political power” (2008: 93). While many may view power as the result of
interpersonal interactions that occur at the micro-level, various scholars (Becker 1999;
Ammerman 1990; Lindsay 2008) contend that there are larger social structures of
institutionalization and bureaucratic structures of religious institutions that are the true
underlying source of power. Many scholars have demonstrated the close relationship
between religion and politics, particularly in the U.S. context (Wellman 2008; Diamond
1989; Shields 2009; Ammerman 1990). However, contrary to Wellman’s (2008) claim
that religion and politics are inherently identical institutions, Hankins notes, “Religious
institutions are their refuge against power. They feel empowered by religion against other
forces that sometimes seek to dominate their lives” (2008: 16). Whether the common
theological beliefs and political operations of conservative Protestant denominations
begin at the bottom, grassroots level or from the elite leadership positions, conservative
Protestantism has been intimately connected with American politics.
The End of Times
As Smith et al. (1998) and Wellman (2008) have addressed, the popular belief
among many Protestants and especially evangelical Protestants is that there are
increasingly evident signs marking Christ’s return in the near future (Hankins 2008). The
idea that the world is nearing its end and that Christ will return to transport all of His
believers to heaven is a common characteristic of Protestants in modern times. However,
once again, this belief is not shared by all Protestants. Many Christians who do not
believe that the Bible is the literal of God are more prone to adapt more liberal and
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progressive approaches to the future. Many modernists adopted the belief that Christ’s
death was symbolic of God’s love for all of humanity. No longer was the assertion that
Christ died to save the guilty sin-filled people of the world; it was not considered a
“sacrifice” by many modernists (Hankins 2008). Despite the arguments surrounding the
belief in Christ’s return, this belief is a clear sign of how modernization increases the
rhetoric of the end of the world among many conservative Protestants.
Sexuality
As Wellman (2008) and Smith (1998) have noted, the growth of a secular and
modern society has resulted in an increased tolerance and acceptance of individuals
whose sexual orientation does not reflect traditional norms (Sherkat et al. 2011; Jakobsen
& Pellegrini 2009). Sherkat et al. (2011) note, “In the 1980s, key political issues
regarding sexuality were sex education in schools, workplace, and housing discrimination
against GLBT persons, and funding to combat HIV/AIDS” (169). However, the social
norms of the 21st century U.S. are much different than thirty years ago. As previously
mentioned, Sherkat et al.’s (2011) findings suggest that by roughly around 2020, the
majority of people living in the United States will be supportive of marriage equality, or
the right for same-sex couples to marry one another. Some common demographic
characteristics on marriage equality perceptions were those that tended to be less
educated and those who lived in either the American South or other rural areas were the
most likely to disapprove of marital rights than respondents of higher educational
attainment or that were from another region or metropolitan area of the country (Sherkat
et al. 2011). Regardless of the demographics of those in opposition to the LGBT
community, the debate continues in the public sphere.
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Social & Political Activism
While religion and politics have always been intertwined in American history;
many argue that this dynamic has increased over the past 50 years (Greenawalt 1988;
Smith 1998). Evangelical activism entered into the American sociopolitical scene in the
late 20th century and became known as the “Moral Majority.” This political movement
was a combination of efforts by political leaders, religious leaders, and socially
conservative activists. The movement proved to other fundamentalist believers that they
could acquire support from their church communities and their ideological constituents if,
and when, they entered into the political arena (Fetner 2008). Janet R. Jakobsen and Ann
Pellegrini note that contentious issues such as sex, and particularly sex between same-sex
partners, ignites configuration and reconfiguration of the role of religion in U.S. society
and the supposed secularity of the state (2009: 1230). Jakobsen and Pellegrini state,
“These interrelations and their high stakes are often obscured by the public framing of
these issues: religion versus homosexuality, traditional values versus gay marriage”
(2009: 1231). Characteristic of the evangelical approach to facing the secular world,
many conservative Christians spread their message to millions through activism.
The social and political activism of Conservative Christians in the U.S. has
garnered extensive public and media attention. Through the actions of many violent
radicals, the pro-life movement gained even more bad press as religious radicals bombed
and went on shooting tirades in many abortion clinics during the 1980s and 1990s
(Diamond 1989). Conservative Protestants are typically the first to point out the “dreadful
sins” that are sexual immoralities (i.e. adultery, premarital sex, homosexuality, etc.)
(Diamond 1989; Barton 2012). When advocating against pornography, many Christian
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leaders argue that there is no need to use scriptural literalism as a form of argumentation.
Instead, one should argue on the basis of morality and pornography’s degradation of
women (Shields 2009). This argumentative strategy enables the Right to register with
much more liberal groups such as many feminist movements. The aforementioned forms
of social protest from conservative Protestants illustrate the broad array of issues that
deviate from the Religious subcultures’ norms and values.
Heath (2012) notes that there is a strong presence from the Christian Right that
regards marriage as God’s design and, therefore, is the truth. Anything that deviates from
God’s design (i.e. gay marriage) is a lie (Heath, 2012). While Sherkat et al. (2011) pay
special attention to conservative beliefs (both religiously and politically), they note that
the Defense of Marriage Act of 1996 was signed by Democratic President Bill Clinton.
Certainly, opposition to progressivism has been seen within both political parties.
Regardless of its decision to run on the platform of morality, the Religious Right often
operates on societal homophobia which places LGBT individuals as the societal
scapegoat. Especially with rhetoric combatting AIDS, the Religious Right further
stigmatizes LGBT individuals by comparing them to a deadly plague (Diamond 1989;
Barton 2012; Tranby & Zulkowski 2012; Bernstein & Jakobsen 2010). Heath notes,
“Politicians and religious leaders portrayed lesbians and gay men to be ‘other’ to the
principles of American democracy; they are ‘radical activists’ or even ‘family terrorists’
who seek to break down the secure boundaries of marriage” (2012: 179; Barton 2012;
Sherkat et al. 2011).
The driving force behind sociopolitical activism from the Christian Right tends to
be social issues. The state of California’s Proposition 8, legislation to legalize the right
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for LGBT individuals to legally marry one another, brought the idea of marriage equality
into the national sociopolitical scene, and has become very contentious amongst the
religious, political, and secular communities today. Various “sexual immoralities” such
as abortion, pornography, and sex education in schools infuriated both sects of
Christianity (Catholicism and Protestantism) into a joined effort of opposition. Jon
Shields states that “it was the pro-life cause that brought Catholics and evangelical
Protestants together in massive numbers. Collectively, in fact, they launched the largest
campaign of civil disobedience since the 1960s anti-war movement” (2011: 650). If
Christians lose sight of their goals in political and social activism, several within the
movement believe that such deviation from previously set objectives is a sign that one or
many have been deceived by Satan and that they are actually doing more harm than good
(Shields 2009). Therefore, despite changing perceptions on social issues over the
decades, the Christian Right has remained relatively consistent for fear of repercussions
of God’s wrath if they fade away and let evil take over the world (i.e. abortion, gay
marriage, welfare, etc.).
LGBT Movement
Common among many Protestant believers is the opposition to the LGBT
movement (Wellman, 2008). Early in the 20th century, Sigmund Freud is one of many
intellectuals who first claimed that same-sex attraction was a normal and healthy
psychological condition that should not be met with harmful treatment and condemnation
(Katz, 1995; Fetner, 2008). The lesbian and gay sociopolitical movement in the United
States originated during the 1950s (Fetner, 2008). However, it would not take long for the
LGBT movement to encounter resistance and discrimination from other social groups and
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society at large. The 1970s and conservative-dominated 1980s proved beneficial to the
religious right and a major setback to LGBT activism.
During the 21st century came about, and especially following the election of
President Barack Obama, a new wave of political and religious conservatism emerged.
Lofgren (2012) contends that the Tea Party is even more inclined to implement religious
views and issues into the American political scene. Furthermore, despite the fact that
there is no national religion in the United States, 55 percent of Tea Party and, many
Evangelical Protestant members, agree that “America has always been and is currently a
Christian nation” (Lofgren 2012: 138; Wellman, 2008).
Similar to the justifications against women’s rights, “homosexual” rights are
perceived as being harmful to the traditional family setting (Buss and Herman, 2003). For
many conservative Christians, the traditional marriage is defined by a patriarchal
relationship in which the husband is the authoritative decision-maker who is granted the
final say on all matters. This idea of mutual submission by the wife to her husband is
grounded in the biblical teachings of a sound and healthy marriage (Bartkowski, 2001).
Furthermore, by leaning on this relational dynamic as intended by God, any relationship
that deviates from this norm is considered to be against God. Without question, marriage
equality for the LGBT community is viewed by the religious right as an abomination to
God’s intention of marriage.
This overview of common characteristics of American Protestants is important to
the justification of using the subcultural identity theoretical frame for this project. By
addressing the concepts of secularism and modernity, the polar opposites of conservative
Christianity, one can better understand the perceived threats to the religious subcultures.
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Most of the aforementioned issues (e.g. an increased freedom of sexuality, non-traditional
gender norms, non-traditional family structures, a gradual decline in religious attendance
and affiliation, etc.) are the very entities that threaten the norms, values, and customs of
conservative religious subcultures. For many religious subcultures, the only way to
attempt to eliminate or delay the changes in an increasingly secularized society is through
political activism. The goal of such activism is maintaining group norms and resisting
unfamiliar customs and ways of life.
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CHAPTER VI
METHODS

For this project, I analyze sermon transcripts from ministers, pastors, and/or
priests given to their church congregations. Regarding the content analysis, I am
interested in finding out how the pulpit rhetoric constructs the Church’s view of, and
identity against, the LGBT community, which is my broad theoretical research question.
Another important factor to my inquiry is whether or not pulpit rhetoric mobilizes this ingroup/out-group identity to advocate for political action regarding marriage equality (or
the legal right for LGBT couples to marry). By using the content analysis method, I am
able to better understand how various pastors of Protestant Christian churches construct
their church’s view of gay men and lesbians, how the rhetoric solidifies and reinforces
group norms, and how the rhetoric calls for congregations to take action in maintaining
those norms. For each subsequent research question, the primary objective is tying them
to the components of subcultural identity theory.
Research Questions
The first research question is: How does the pulpit rhetoric construct the ingroup’s view of the out-group LGBT community? In other words, what social norms and
collective identities are apparent when reading the sermon transcripts? To answer this
research question, I analyze keywords and phrases that frame and label the LGBT out38

group community to determine if there is an “Us v. Them” perspective. In answering this
question, I determine whether or not the first component of subcultural identity theory
(i.e. in-group/out-group conflict) is present in each sermon.
The second research question is: How does pulpit rhetoric communicate social
norms amongst the in-group and/or create a collective identity? This research question
determines whether or not the second stage of subcultural identity theory (which is an
enhancement of identity and solidarity) is present in the sermon rhetoric. To answer this
question, I search for keywords or phrases that suggest a banding together, a return to
biblical principles, and a reemphasis of traditional societal norms.
The third and final research question states: How does the speaker use in-group
identity to call for political action? This question pertains to the third component of
subcultural identity theory (i.e. the call for political action). Additionally, if there are calls
for political activism or political inferences made by the pastors, the concept of political
capital is undoubtedly present within the sermons. I answer this question by examining
how the orator speaks of voting, public policy, political activism, political figures, etc. especially those directly related to LGBT rights - in either a positive or negative manner.
Another key component is whether or not the rhetoric advocates or condemns either a
political party (Democrat v. Republican) or political ideology (Conservatism v.
Liberalism v. Libertarianism). A final measure to note is if the condemnation or
admiration of certain policies, politicians, or parties is a reflection on the social group’s
(i.e. Church) world-view.
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Content Analysis Hypotheses
In regard to my hypotheses for the analyses of sermons in this project, there are
four main predictions. First, I predict that the pulpit rhetoric will portray the LGBT
community as abominable and will advocate for opposition against them. Any evidence
of such rhetoric is an example of social norms of the group (i.e. the Church) and the
violations of those norms (i.e. the LGBT community and/or equal rights to marry).
Furthermore, this estimate can display the tensions and conflicts between the church
subculture and the out-group. This prediction connects the first research question to the
project because it identifies the conflicts that arise from the negative relationship and
perceived threat of an outside group.
Another prediction is that I believe sermons from the American South will be
more hostile or opposing than sermons given in other regions of the nation. This
prediction, while not specifically pertaining to subcultural identity theory, is useful in
testing the validity of perceptions of the “Bible-Belt.” As noted earlier, the most
conservative Protestant churches are primarily located in the American South and, thus, I
believe, for this reason, there will be more hostility and intolerance in sermon rhetoric
from Southern pastors. I test this hypothesis by noting the regional differences when
analyzing the keywords and phrases used in the sermons to address the LGBT
community and marriage equality.
Continuing with the hypotheses of the project, I predict that the orators will use
biblical passages primarily from the Old Testament (e.g. Sodom and Gomorrah) to justify
their opposition to the LGBT community. This prediction is rooted in an enhancement of
group identity (or the second stage of subcultural identity theory). As noted by many
40

scholars (e.g. Smith 1998; Wellman 2008; Hankins 2008), the presence of biblical
literalists amongst Protestant Christian believers remains high in the 21st century. I
believe that these Biblicists will cite passages from the Old Testament more than the New
Testament passages in attempts of gaining group solidarity.
In the final hypothesis, I predict that the pulpit rhetoric will call for political
activism in the form of voting for particular candidates or political parties, political
protests, and/or calling for congregations to contact their local political leaders in protest
of the increasing rights for LGBT members to marry. This estimate is grounded in third
stage of subcultural identity theory which calls for the group to take action against the
out-group in attempts of maintaining group norms, values, and customs. Within this
hypothesis, I determine whether a pastor’s political capital is, or is not, present in their
sermon rhetoric.
Content Analysis Technical Strategy
The sermon analyses examine Christian sermons that are made publicly available
through a website, www.sermoncentral.com, which is designed to assist pastors,
ministers, and priests in composing future sermons for their congregations. Navigating
the website is free to anyone; therefore, anyone can read the sermons on the website. I
must reiterate that the information, or sermons, on the website is public data. Having
contacted and been granted approval from the operators of the website, I identify specific
sermons that are targeted at the LGBT community and the institution of marriage. In
order to identify sermons targeted at the LGBT community, I refine my search by using
the website’s keyword search engine.
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Selecting the Sermons
Sermon Central is a site that boasts over 145,000 sermons that have been posted
online to use for free by various pastors. Anyone who registers as a member of the
website can submit sermons to the site. Membership to the site is free, the only
requirement is to fill out the online membership forms. The sermons from this website
are treated as self-reports. Of the 145,000 sermons posted on the website, I used the site’s
search engine to narrow my search. By entering the keyword “homosexuality,” the search
is refined to 117 sermons from May 10, 2001 to June 8, 2013 that deals specifically with
the issues pertaining to the LGBT community. I have chosen to use this word for my
search because it is the most common and most frequently-used among many
conservative Christians to reference LGBT individuals. Instead of conducting a
systematic-random sample of the 117 sermons, it is more beneficial and credible to the
project to analyze all 117 sermons.
For each sermon, demographic information is posted to inform the reader of the
context of the type of church, denomination, date it was preached, and country, or region
of the country, in which the message was delivered. The different Christian divisions are
specified by: Protestantism, which is a non-Catholic division of Christianity that does not
recognize universal authority to the Pope and instead justifies its beliefs in faith alone,
and Catholicism, which teaches that it is the one true church and is comprised of many
bureaucratic positions (i.e. the Pope, cardinals, bishops, priests, and deacons), churches.
While the Christian religion is divided primarily between Catholicism and Protestantism,
the Protestant sect is composed of a plethora of different denominations.
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Given the fact that only two sermons posted in this sample come from the
Catholic sect of Christianity, I exclude said sermons because it is not an accurate
representation of such a prevalent religious sect. Therefore, only the Protestant sermons
are analyzed in this project. Another category that I drop is the sermons that are given
internationally. In the sample of 117 sermons, there are 14 sermons that exist outside of
the United States. Given the varying political dynamics of the differing countries, it is
unfeasible to include other nations in this study. The purpose of this inquiry is to observe
religious perceptions of the LGBT community within the U.S.; any additional non-U.S.
data is not helpful to gain an understanding of this relationship. Therefore, the
combination of 14 international sermons and 2 Catholic sermons equals 16 total sermons
dropped from the sample size, leaving 101 sermons to analyze.
An additional requirement was to search other words that relate to the topic of the
LGBT community and/or Marriage Equality to give the sample more validity. In addition
to “homosexuality,” six keywords were used to find sermons: 1) “Faggot” 2) “Queer” 3)
“LGBT” 4) “Lesbian” 5) “Gay” and 6) “Homosexual.” The findings show that an
overwhelming amount of sermons found when searching the word “homosexuality” are
also found when searching these other keywords. No sermons were found when
searching the word “Faggot.” Only one sermon was found when searching the word
“Queer,” and it was already included in the 101 sermons gathered from the initial search.
The term “LGBT” brought up three results: one sermon was posted after the July 8, 2013
cutoff date, another sermon was already included in the 101 sample, and the third sermon
was a Catholic sermon so it was not added to the sample size. The terms “Lesbian” and
“Gay” both added an additional sermon to the sample, and the term “homosexual” added
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two sermons to the sample that were not previously included in the initial search.
Therefore, the final sample size is 105 sermons across seven total keywords searched on
the website4.
The first step in transcribing the sermons was to open a word document and in
each document include basic demographic information related to the sermon at the top of
the first page. The information included: 1) the sermon title, 2) the pastor’s name 3) the
date the sermon was posted to the website 4) the church denomination 5) the church in
which the sermon was preached and 6) the city of that church in which the sermon was
preached. After noting all of the aforementioned basic information of the sermon, I
simply copy and pasted the text from each page of the sermon into the word document.
The page length certainly varied with some constituting only a page (which were
primarily sermon outlines) and others (the majority of the sermons) consisting of multiple
pages of full-text to guide the pastor while in the pulpit. Once all of the text was
transcribed into the word documents, the documents were saved and ready to be uploaded
into the MAXQDA program. The documents were easily uploaded into the MAXQDA
program and sorted alphabetically by sermon title.
Comparing the sermons by geographic region within the U.S. is also of
importance for this project. I categorize the geographic regions the same way as the U.S.
Census categories geographic regions. There are four broad geographic regions: 1)
Northeast, 2) Midwest, 3) South, and 4) West. By categorizing the sermons in this
manner, I can determine if there are any rhetorical trends from orators within or across
geographic regions. Adding this component answers my hypothesis as to whether or not
4

For the complete list of sampled sermons, see Appendix D.
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the American South is more hostile or unaccepting of the LGBT community and
marriage equality.
For this project, I have chosen to sort the sermons in order of publication date. It
is important to note that the date of publication is not necessarily, and most often is not,
the date in which the sermon was preached to the congregation. Nonetheless, I anticipate
that the publication date is very close to the actual preached date for an overwhelming
majority of the sampled sermons. As attitudes toward the LGBT community have shifted
to that of more tolerance and support, I attempt to observe if the same trends of
acceptance occur in the Church community through the use of pulpit rhetoric. The
terminology, phrases, tone, and other rhetorical devices used to reference LGBT will be
the deciding factor in measuring the degree of acceptance. By establishing whether or not
each individual sermon portrays the LGBT community in either a negative or positive
manner, connections can be made by region, date, and denomination of the sampled
sermons. As previously mentioned, the specific church denomination of each sermon is a
very important demographic for this project (See Table 6.1).
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Table 6.1

Sampled Sermons By Denomination

Church Denomination
Assembly of God
Baptist
Charismatic
Christian Church
Christian Missionary Alliance
Church of Christ
Church of God
Congregational
Evangelical
Holiness
Independent Bible
Lutheran
Mennonite
Methodist
Other
Pentecostal
Presbyterian
Seventh-Day Adventist
Wesleyan
Total

Total Sermons
6
31
1
3
1
9
3
1
19
3
3
6
1
2
1
4
6
2
3
105

(5.7%)
(29.5%)
(.9%)
(2.9%)
(.9%)
(8.5%)
(2.9%)
(.9%)
(18.1%)
(2.9%)
(2.9%)
(5.7%)
(.9%)
(1.9%)
(.9%)
(3.4%)
(5.7%)
(1.9%)
(2.9%)

The codebook (see Appendix B) for this project is the most important component
to the content analysis research method. A codebook provides an outline and serves as a
guide for an analysis of a specific discourse. By understanding the context of the
sociopolitical arena (e.g. legislative, political events, and LGBT political activism during
the time of each sermon posted) and specified facts about each sermon (e.g. country or
region of the country), one can better comprehend the social situation that exists in each
particular case. Including demographical, historical, denominational, and geographical
information of the sermons in order for the reader to gain perspective of the contextual
setting is vitally important.
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Furthermore, it is important to describe the demographics in order to note any
trends in the sex, race, and age of the speaker and the specific region of the country that
the sermon was delivered. Within the region of the United States, it is imperative to
examine the particular states of the sampled sermons. The states in which the sermons
were preached in this study’s sample are listed in Table 6.2:
Table 6.2

States Included in the Sample of Sermons

State (Count)
State (Count)
Arkansas (1)
North Carolina (4)
*California (10)
*New Mexico (1)
Colorado (4)
*New Jersey (1)
*Connecticut (3)
*New York (2)
Florida (5)
Ohio (8)
Georgia (3)
Oklahoma (4)
Idaho (1)
Pennsylvania (5)
*Illinois (9)
South Carolina (4)
Indiana (8)
Tennessee (2)
Kansas (3)
Texas (6)
Kentucky (2)
Utah (1)
Louisiana (3)
Virginia (2)
*Minnesota (1)
*Washington (2)
Mississippi (2)
West Virginia (4)
Missouri (3)
Wisconsin (1)
Total Count: 30 states, 105 sermons
(Note: *Indicates states that recognize marriage equality for gay men and lesbians.)
Transcribing the Sermons
The first step in transcribing the sermons was to open a word document and in
each document include basic demographic information at the top of the first page. The
information included: 1) the sermon title, 2) the pastor’s name 3) the date the sermon was
posted to the website 4) the church denomination 5) the church in which the sermon was
preached and 6) the city of that church in which the sermon was preached. After noting
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all of the aforementioned basic information of the sermon, I simply copy and pasted the
text from each page of the sermon into the word document.
Coding
Before I analyzed the sampled sermons for this project, I conducted a similar
analysis of sermons during a qualitative methods course. This preliminary analysis was
comprised of twenty-three sermons from Sermon Central’s website and I used the same
keyword (i.e. homosexuality) for my search. Once I began reading the sermons, I took
extensive notes and highlighted areas that recurred throughout the small sample of
sermons. These trends became my major themes for the preliminary analysis, and also
became the basis for the five major themes in the study of 105 sermons for this project.
As I discuss in the following paragraphs, these five major themes were then specified
further and, subsequently, multiple rounds of subthemes were created.
I used an iterative coding process in which I focused on identifying key themes
and subthemes. In the first stage of the coding process, there were five very broad
themes, or codes, that were created to analyze the sermon transcripts. The first five
themes include: 1) References LGBT Community, 2) The Institution of Marriage 3)
Biblical Passages 4) Politics/Public Policy and 5) Other Sociopolitical Issues. These five
themes were very broad so subthemes were created within each category. In the
“References LGBT Community” theme, the subthemes created were 1) Positive Portrayal
and 2) Negative Portrayal, and the original broad theme was treated as neutral references
in regard to the context of the word or phrase used to reference the LGBT community.
The “Institution of Marriage” theme was also divided into two subthemes being 1) Gay
Marriage and 2) Godly Marriage. Once again, the broad marriage theme became used for
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neutral terms or phrases referencing marriage. However, not all of the broad themes were
treated as being neutral in context.
The only major theme that was completed divided into subthemes (meaning no
words or phrases were considered neutral) was the “Biblical Passages” theme. The broad
theme referencing the Bible was divided into 1) the Old Testament and 2) the New
Testament. The “Politics/Public Policy” theme was divided into many subthemes: 1)
Political Parties, 2) Voting, 3) Laws, 4) Political Activism, 5) Political Figures, and 6)
U.S. Constitution (which had an additional subtheme entitled “1st Amendment”). Any
words or phrases that did not fit into these subthemes were coded into the broad theme of
“Politics/Public Policy.” Lastly, the final major theme “Other Sociopolitical Issues,” also
had multiple subthemes: 1) Sexual Immoralities, 2) Feminist Movement, 3) Abortion, and
4) Prayer in Schools.
Upon finishing the first round of coding in MAXQDA, all 105 sermons were
coded into the major themes and subthemes listed above. The combination of all the
coded sermons resulted in 6,780 codes placed into the broad themes and subthemes. As
expected, the most codes fell into the category of “Negative Portrayals” of the LGBT
community (1490 codes). Perhaps the biggest surprise and certainly the polar opposite of
what I hypothesized, the New Testament passages are mentioned much more than the Old
Testament passages (1020 to 639). Not only was it surprising to see that the New
Testament verses were cited more than the Old Testament verses, but it was shocking that
the New Testament verses outnumbered the Old Testament to such extremes. While the
first round of coding sorted the sermons, there was still a need to filter out the broad
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themes into subthemes in order to refine their wide-ranging subject matters. Thus, the
second round of coding began in efforts to make the codes more specific.
In regard to the “Other Sociopolitical Issues” category, subcategories were
created that I named, “Sexual Immoralities,” “Feminism,” “Abortion,” and “Prayer in
Schools/Public Education.” The reasoning for creating said subcategories was due to the
frequency of terms and/or phrases mentioned that fell under the Sociopolitical Issues
umbrella. Creating the subcategories allowed for specificity and clarity in sorting the
sermon transcripts. Additionally, I created a third level of subcategories under the
subcategory of “Sexual Immoralities.” The third level included: “Adultery,” “Bestiality,”
“Incest,” “Pedophilia,” “Necrophilia,” “Rape,” and “Sexually Transmitted Diseases.”
While all of these terms or phrases fall under the theme of “Sexual Immoralities,”
dividing the terms enabled me to compare the frequencies of the terms.
I chose to leave the categories/subcategories of “References the LGBT
Community,” “The Institution of Marriage,” and “Biblical Passages” as they originally
were created in having two major subthemes (Positive Portrayal and Negative Portrayal;
Gay Marriage and Godly Marriage; Old Testament and New Testament). However, after
reviewing the terms and phrases placed into each subcategory of the “Biblical Passages”
theme, I created an additional subtheme entitled “Scriptural Literalism” to note any
phrases or terms that suggest the orators’ are solely relying on the Bible for their
argumentation. While one could certainly argue that referencing the Bible is a sign of
scriptural literalism in and of itself, I believe that unambiguous phrases such as “let’s see
what the Bible has to say about…” are clear indications of the concept of scriptural
literalism than simply noting the biblical passages cited throughout the sermons alone.
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As previously mentioned, the final major theme of “Politics/Public Policy” had
many subthemes that were initially created with it before the first round of coding began.
However, after the first round of coding, I decided to create an additional level of
subthemes for some of the second-level themes. The subcategories of “Political Parties,”
“Voting,” “Laws,” and “U.S. Constitution” (along with its subtheme of the “1st
Amendment”) were left alone. However, the categories of “Political Activism” and
“Political Figures” were so populated and wide-ranging that they required additional
subthemes. Under the subcategory of “Political Activism,” subthemes were created
entitled “Evangelism,” “Oppression of Christianity,” and “A Call to Action.”
Additionally, I added third-level subcategories of “U.S. Presidents,” “U.S. Supreme
Court,” and “Celebrity Figures” to the “Political Figures” subtheme. The various secondand third-level subthemes allowed for a more detailed and organized comprehension of
the sermons and, thus, began the discussion writing of my findings.
Limitations
While this paper extends previous literatures regarding conservative Protestant
Christians and their views on groups whose norms do not align with traditional Christian
theology (e.g. sexual minorities), there are shortcomings to this project. First and
foremost, I make no attempt to generalize the survey data or sermon rhetoric to conclude
that this is how all Protestant Christians view the LGBT community. Perhaps the biggest
shortcoming, when determining the pastors’ demographical information, I alone
determined the race, age, and sex of the pastors’ profile pictures. While race and sex have
a higher level of face validity, the age of the pastors could certainly be regarded as
ambiguous. Regarding the preliminary GSS findings, after reducing the surveyed
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population to only self-identified Protestants, the sample size is 2207. This sample size is
not representative enough to generalize Protestants. Furthermore, when conducting the
factor analysis of religiosity on that sample, approximately one-third of the population
fits within the factor variable. Additional shortcomings in the GSS findings can be seen
in Appendix A. Despite these shortcomings, this work adds to previous literatures as I
will explain in further detail in the discussion and conclusion.
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CHAPTER VII
CONTENT ANALYSIS FINDINGS

As previously mentioned, the primary goal of this content analysis is to
understand how various pastors construct their church’s identity on the issue of same-sex
relationships and gay marriage. To do this, I analyze how the pulpit rhetoric constructs
the church’s view of the LGBT community, how the rhetoric reflects group norms and
values of the church, and how the pastors call for social and/or political mobilization
from their congregation. This section examines both positive and negative portrayals of
the LGBT community and marriage equality. Not surprisingly, the sample of sermons
contains far more negative portrayals than positive portrayals5.
Pastor Characteristics
Despite the fact that there are twenty-eight pastors in the sample that do not have
a profile picture, I examined those who did include a profile picture in order to determine
what I perceived to be their race, age, and sex. There are seventy white ministers, six
black ministers, and one minister of another race. In regard to the age of the pastors, I
determined that twelve were ages 20-30, twenty-five were ages 30-40, twenty-three were
ages 40-50, thirteen were ages 50-60, and four were ages 60 and up. All of the pastors

While the church leaders in this sample may refer to themselves in a variety of titles (e.g. minister, father,
brother, reverend), for the sake of simplicity, I refer to each of the orators as “Pastor.”

5
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with profile pictures were men, and given the names of the pastors without pictures (e.g.
Richard, Paul, Tim, Gene, etc.), I estimated that none of the sampled pastors were
women. In regard to the regional differences of the pastors, the sermons were relatively
distributed unevenly: South (42), Midwest (35), West (22), and Northeast (6). Now that
the sampled pastors’ demographics are better understood, the actual content must be
discussed and explained.
Positive Portrayals
This section explains how various pastors portray the LGBT community and their
right to marriage equality in a positive manner. While most of the “positive portrayals” of
the LGBT community do not exemplify acceptance or support for sexual minorities, they
do illustrate respect and unconditional love for them. In January of 2012, Pastor Bruce
Rzengota of Norwalk Alliance Church of Norwalk, Ohio claimed “followers of Jesus
must be willing to enter the debate, with gentleness and respect, demonstrating what true
tolerance looks like.” However, Rzengota continues by asserting that, “I can’t validate a
gay lifestyle any more than I can validate theft, extramarital affairs, cheating on a spouse,
cheating on taxes.” While this quotation of validation is not a positive portrayal of the
LGBT community, Pastor Rzengota reaffirms that Christians are to love everyone and
they are to model themselves after Christ. “Become a genuine friend,” Rzengota says,
and that will enable Christians and the LGBT community to reach a common ground of
mutual respect despite their differences.
In November of 2012, Pastor Tim Hinrichs of the Word of Life Free Lutheran
Church in Mankato, Minnesota called for his congregation to repent “of hatred toward
homosexuals and show mercy and love.” Nonetheless, Hinrichs emphasizes that this does
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not mean showing support or acceptance. Similarly, Pastor Gregg Barbour of Colorado
Community Church in Englewood, Colorado encouraged his congregation in April of
2007 to mirror Christ when it came to this issue. Barbour noted, “If we are to treat
homosexuals the way Jesus would want us to, then we have to accept them for who they
are.” However, like many of the pastors in this sermon, Barbour’s claims to embody
Christ only implies treating sexual minorities with love and respect, not acceptance.
While Barbour’s statements are similar to most of the pastors in the sample, there is a
trend, within the positive perceptions, of love and acceptance despite the undoubted
differences in views on the morality or immorality of one’s sexual orientation.
Many pastors who offer positive portrayals of LGBT individuals reiterate that
sexual minorities, like any other sinner, are not exempt from the love of God. Various
pastors argue that God loves everyone and so should Christians, which often results in a
call to bring sexual minorities into church. Pastor Bobby Stults of Oak Park Baptist
Church in New Orleans, Louisiana explained in July of 2013, “We must seek to
INCLUDE [sic] them by LOVING [sic] them with the love of God… the love that flows
thru [sic] us!” While Stults’ claim seems to be accepting and loving on the surface, the
primary reasoning for this welcoming environment is so that gay men and lesbians will
come to Oak Park Baptist Church and become saved, or begin to live the Christian
lifestyle. Stults notes, “We must trust God to convict of sin,” which implies that it is God,
and only God, who can change the ways of sexual minorities.
These examples of providing a welcoming and accepting atmosphere for the
LGBT community illustrate rhetoric and actions that, for the most part, do not coincide
with the levels subcultural identity theory. The aforementioned claims show a willingness
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of pastors to invite sexual minorities to join their congregations and are not examples of
boundary construction and isolation from LGBT couples. However, this rhetoric is an
example of evangelical techniques of recruiting and converting new members to conform
to evangelical theological beliefs which suggests LGBT couples would abandon their
“lifestyle” and adopt Christian principles.
Support and Approval
Contrary to the previous “positive portrayals,” Pastor Timmy Gibson of Mercy
Church in Prairie Village, Kansas said in December of 2007, “The only agenda I have is
to help foster in our community an unconditional love for all people.” Gibson then
explains that he believes that one’s sexuality is not a choice and claims that sexual
minorities are born with their sexuality just as he was born with his heterosexuality.
Pastor Gibson goes on to critique Christians by saying, “Christians have absolutely no
excuse to not love and accept homosexuals.” Gibson reiterates that a Christian’s moral
obligation “is to LOVE” unconditionally. Pastor Gibson is one of the few pastors who
supports sexual minorities and their right to marry. Other pastors call for an end to
opposing views and tensions between the LGBT community and Christians.
In June of 2011, Pastor Daniel Haas of Provo Community United Methodist
Church of Christ in Provo, Utah stated, “People practicing same-sex love are no longer
the pagan opponent of Christianity, but gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered people
find themselves to be people of faith, spiritual and capable of holiness. Today faith and
LGBT identities need not polarize or stand against each other but can and must be
reconciled - especially in Utah.” Unlike the overwhelming majority of the sampled
pastors, Haas and Gibson believe that sexual minorities are capable of being Christians
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like anyone else. Haas continued, “In the name of love you must make sure that LGBT
people do not find an environment that puts them in extremely weak, vulnerable and
dangerous positions.” Haas is one of the very few sampled pastors who uses the term
“LGBT” to reference sexual minorities. Most of the pastors use the term “homosexual”
and are mostly referencing gay men and/or lesbians. Despite the few calls for love and
acceptance, the overwhelming portion of these sermons is negative connotations of the
LGBT community.
Pastors Gibson and Haas are the only pastors from the sample who do not attempt
to convert sexual minorities into the dominant norm of heterosexuality. Gibson and Haas
are also the only pastors calling for an end to the disputes and arguments over the
morality or immorality of sexual minorities. Pastors Gibson and Haas are different from
the other pastors who provide somewhat encouraging and positive portrayals of LGBT
couples because they argue that sexual minorities have not done anything wrong in
regard to their sexual orientations. Gibson and Haas are undoubtedly the most supportive
pastors from the sample. Thus, pastors Gibson and Haas do not conform to the levels of
subcultural identity theory because they do not construct boundaries, do not advocate for
opposition, nor do they call for political action of that opposition.
Negative Portrayals
Most conservative and traditional denominations of Protestantism are the most
intolerant of the LGBT community and their proclamations for their right to marry
(Barton 2012; Sherkat et al. 2011; Wellman 2008; Jakobsen & Pellegrini 2009).
However, I found that the pastors’ rhetoric surrounding the issue of sexual minorities
reflects what they consider a larger societal problem – sexual immoralities. Perhaps the
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most surprising finding from this analysis, although there are many pastors who claim
that sexual relations between same-sex couples are just as bad as any other sin, is the fact
that many pastors view “homosexuality” as being worse than any other sexual sin (e.g.
rape, incest, adultery, etc.). Furthermore, many of these pastors view same-sex relations
as being worse than other sins (i.e. murder, physical abuse, blasphemy, etc.). Although
there is certainly an overlap of rhetoric into multiple stages, the following sub-themes fall
into the three stages of subcultural identity theory.
Increased Tension and Perceived Threat of Out-Group
Sexual Immoralities
Perhaps the most recurring theme besides the negative connotations specifically
pertaining to the LGBT community throughout these sermons was the pastors’ decisions
to address, what they believed to be, multiple forms of sexually immoral acts (e.g.
adultery, bestiality, polygamy, necrophilia, premarital sex, masturbation, rape, incest, and
sexual abuse). In many cases, various pastors compared sexual minorities to other forms
of sexual deviance (deviant meaning anything differing from the sexual relationship of a
married heterosexual couple). In July of 2008, Pastor Steven Haguewood of North End
Church of Christ in Parkersburg, West Virginia explained, “Creation was Adam and Eve
NOT Adam and Steve.” This play-on-words suggests Haguewood believes that not only
are intimate same-sex relationships wrong, but also that the reason same-sex relationships
are wrong is because they goes against God’s original design in the first humans of
history – Adam and Eve. Anything that deviates from God’s design, many pastors argue,
is, in essence, against God.
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According to Pastor Tim Adour of the Church of the Revelation in Bronx, New
York in October of 2006, “WHEN A PERSON STANDS AND DECLARES THEIR
FAITH IN GOD AND AT THE SAME TIME PROCLAIMS THEIR SAME SEX
PREFERENCE WE ARE WELL WITHIN OUR BIBLICAL FREEDOM TO REJECT
THEIR CLAIM OF CHRISTIANITY [sic].” Adour’s statement suggests that it is
impossible for an individual to be both a sexual minority and a Christian. While
practically every pastor in this sample would admit that everyone is a sinner and that
everyone sins on a daily basis, Adour insinuates that the sin of homosexuality, more than
other sins, is a sin that will prevent an individual from entering God’s Kingdom when
they die. Pastor Rick Crandall of Grayson Baptist Church in Grayson, Louisiana said in
July of 2008, “With all of our problems, I truly believe we are still the best country in the
world… We are by far more free and prosperous than most people in the world.” Despite
this American exceptionalism, Crandall’s sermon implies that God will judge the
wickedness that occurs in the United States, especially homosexuality. Therefore,
according to Adour and Crandall, sexual minorities are not only unaccepted as Christians,
but they will also cause the demise of the nation.
Pastor Jerry Shirley of Grace Baptist Church in Decatur, Illinois said in March of
2011, “Sin that used to slink down back allies now struts down main streets. I will get
letters for this calling me a bigot. But if it’s in the Bible, take your argument up with
God. I am honor bound to preach God’s word.” Shirley’s comments suggest that anyone
who disagrees with his sermon is in disagreement with God because he bases his
argument off of scriptures. Pastor Dennis Davidson of First Baptist Bluegrass in
Knoxville, Tennessee stated in March of 2011, “You cannot separate spiritual morality
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from physical morality. A false image of God leads to a false understanding of sex. Illicit
sex degrades people. Sex in marriage, as God intended, ennobles them.” Davidson
suggests that all sexual activities that occur outside of the marriage between a man and a
woman (e.g. adultery, premarital sex, homosexuality, etc.) are disobedient to God’s word.
The fact that the LGBT community makes up only a small portion of the
population is another argumentative strategy for many of the sampled pastors. In July of
2008, Pastor Haguewood said, “And according to gaydemographics.com only about 1.6%
of the couples in the US are same-sex couples.” Haguewood’s statement is an attempt to
explain why he believes it is foolish to give so much attention and political power to a
movement seeking the rights of such a small population. The lack of credible sources
used to construct one’s argument is frequently seen throughout the sermons and will be
discussed later in more detail. Nevertheless, when the pastors become opinionated, the
need for any sources or citations (whether credible or unconvincing) is not apparent.
Another common belief found in the sample is the belief that if gay marriage were
legalized, many pastors are certain that other unlawful sexual acts would inevitably
become legalized as well. Pastor Jim Butcher of Madison Baptist Church in Madison,
West Virginia argued in March of 2004 that if gay marriage became legal, “We’ll have
no logical reason not to legalize polygamy.” Butcher’s statement is similar to many of the
sampled pastors in that they believe once one sexual immorality is legalized then others
will surely follow. This paranoid assumption is seen in the many comparisons of
homosexuality to bestiality, adultery, polygamy, necrophilia, premarital sex,
masturbation, rape, incest, and sexual abuse. Pastor Butcher’s statement, along with many
other sampled pastors who share similar assertions, is evidence of his perceived threat of
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modernity and secularism. By combining one norm violation (sexual minorities) to other
norm violations (the aforementioned sexual deviances), Butcher’s statement is an attempt
to solidify and strengthen the identity of his in-group, which is a vital component in
subcultural identity theory.
Despite numerous comparisons of the sexual relations of gay men and lesbians to
a plethora of sexually deviant actions, many pastors in the sample emphasize the true
cause of sexual immoralities is lust which has many roots (e.g. pornography and
masturbation). Pastor Jake Kircher of Grace Community Church in New Canaan,
Connecticut critiqued many sexual sins, and specifically masturbation, in November of
2009. Kircher noted of men, “Our bodies have been built to release on their own at night
by nocturnal emission which takes care of semen building up. Therefore, our bodies take
care of the process naturally therefore doesn’t justify masturbation.” Pastor Kircher
suggests that “wet dreams” are the ideal form of release for men. Interestingly, Kircher
addresses the issue for women in a different manner claiming that they should refrain
from masturbating so that they will have nothing in which to compare to the sexual
pleasure of their future husband. Kircher’s narrative of self-pleasure relates to sexual
minorities because he believes they are all forms of sexual immoralities and Christians
should strive for sexual purity.
The Choice to be Gay
Many pastors address the causes of homosexuality as a means of intensifying ingroup hostilities toward the out-group. Every pastor in the sample contended that sexual
minorities choose their sexuality despite any outside influences on that decision. The
pastors believe that God would never allow someone to be “born gay” because it is
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written in the Bible that anything deviating from heterosexuality and, more accurately,
heterosexual marriage is wrong. Therefore, the pastors believe that there are multiple
factors that push an individual into making the choice to be attracted to a person of the
same-sex. Pastor Chris Kelly of Summit Church in Oakley, California said in October of
2008, “Homosexuality is caused in one of 2 ways… 1. Sexual abuse… causing confused
sex roles 2. Overbearing mother and angry, rejecting father.” Kelly’s statement places
full responsibility on one’s parents. For if a child is raised right (i.e. the way God
intended), Kelly implies, then that child would never embrace the practices of gay men
and lesbians.
Perhaps the most common theme of sexual immoralities throughout the sampled
sermons is the notion that “homosexual desires” are an individual choice, and not
something that is genetically predisposed, or something with which one is born. The
rhetoric that emphasizes personal responsibility and choice is characteristic of religious
believers living in an individualistic society. Pastor Don Jacques of Christ the King
Community Church in Oak Harbor, Washington noted in February of 2004:
Inborn tendencies towards certain behaviors (like homosexuality) do not make
those behaviors moral. Studies in the past fifteen years indicate a variety of
behaviors, such as alcoholism and violent behavior or even a propensity toward
marital infidelity may have their roots in our genes. Surely we’re not going to say
that alcoholism, violence, and adultery are legitimate because they were inherited.
So it is with homosexuality. Whether inborn or acquired, it is still, like all sexual
contact apart from marriage, immoral.
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Jacques’ example illustrates that, even if it were possible for one to have their sexual
orientation genetically programmed before they were born, the sexualities of the LGBT
community is nonetheless immoral. Additionally, Jacques compares sexual minorities to
alcoholics and violent people which such association implies inevitable immorality.
Continuing with the concept of choosing one’s sexuality, Pastor Ray Scott of First
Baptist Church in Archer, Florida explained in August of 2003, “A ‘gay gene’ has never
been found. Homosexuality is a CHOICE… You aren’t born that way. Environment,
society, culture and values play a big part in a person turning to a homosexual lifestyle.
BUT, it doesn’t MAKE them a homosexual. It’s their choice.” Unlike Jacques who
considers the possibility of inherent sexuality, Scott is offended by such claims and
believes, like any other choice a person makes, one’s sexuality is a personal choice.
Pastor Scott believes that, just like choosing to commit any other sin, the choice to be
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transsexual is sinful and against God’s design for human beings.
The rhetoric of the choice to engage in sinful behaviors is seen throughout most of the
sermons sampled.
Another falsehood seen in various sermons is the generalization of the LGBT
community in mundane, everyday activities. In November of 2004, Pastor Richard
Mcnair of Northside Baptist Church in Sylvester, Georgia told his congregation of a
conversation he had with a local furniture salesman. Mcnair explained that the man
refused to wait on “fags, niggers, Indians or Asians” because they were indecisive and
unreliable customers. Mcnair agreed with the salesman and briefly mentioned his
experiences with said costumers. The degrading comments and comparisons of sexual
minorities to racial minorities was deemed acceptable by Mcnair to share with his
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congregation, proving that despite forty years after the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was
implemented, not much change occurred within the walls of Northside Baptist. While
Pastor Mcnair’s rhetoric did not specifically mention women, the sermon is an example
of a continued intolerance of various minority groups in the 21st century.
African American pastor Engleburg Toney of Rock of Ages Seventh-Day
Adventist Church in Rockwell, Texas stated in January of 2010, “To say that being gay is
the ‘new’ Black is a slap in the face to the cause of equality in this country… If
homosexual behavior is preferred over heterosexual behavior the operation of procreation
would cease and mankind then becomes an endangered species. Homosexuality is a
nightmare to humanity and to our country.” Similar to white pastors’ arguments, Pastor
Toney, along with the other African American ministers, argue that being gay is not
genetic, it is a choice. This perspective contends that unlike an individual’s race, which is
not chosen but genetic, the choice of being gay is wrong and against God. Therefore,
Toney believes that comparing the discriminations against sexual minorities to
discriminations against racial minorities is completely fallacious.
Pastor Toney addresses religious segregation in the United States, which he views
as a major problem facing American Christianity. Continuing with this concept of
integrating believers, Pastor Toney explains, “Dr. King knew where the dream ended…
When we allow freedom to ring we will be able to speed up that day when all of God’s
children, black men and white men, Jews and Gentiles, Protestants and Catholics, will be
able to join hands and sing… Free at last! Free at last! Thank God Almighty, we are free
at last!” Perhaps the most interesting component of Toney’s quote is the fact that he
suggests that everyone will one day come together in a communal effort of solidarity and
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brotherhood – that is, unless you are gay. In which case, you are not welcome. Pastor
Toney also fails to specifically mention women which suggest that men are the primary
focus and have precedence over their female counterparts. Toney’s words propose the
term “all of God’s children” does not include LGBT individuals.
The statements of causality, the rhetoric of individualism and personal choice, and
the generalizations of the LGBT community are examples of an alienation of the outgroup from the norms and values of the in-group which is the first stage of subcultural
identity theory. By reassuring their congregations that there is an explanation why sexual
minorities are gay (whether it is from outside forces or irresponsible choices) and by
generalizing the entire population of LGBT individuals into a public nuisance, the pastors
further distance their group norms from the out-group. This increased reemphasis on ingroup customs, norms, and values, creates a stronger group identity and leads to an “us v.
them” dynamic. Nonetheless, many of the pastors are offended if they are called “bigots,”
“intolerant,” or “hateful,” and many of them argue that they treat sexual minorities the
same as any other sinner. However, the pastors reiterate that they will not change their
views or back down on this issue because the act of homosexuality is against God, which
is something they cannot support.
Health Hazards
The consequences of failing to remain sexually pure, the pastors argue, is an
inevitable detriment to one’s physical, emotional, and psychological health. Pastor Jack
Woodard compares same-sex sexual relations to smoking cigarettes and claims that
sexual minorities are to blame for sexually transmitted diseases. Woodard (2011) notes:
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We all have seen over the years how America’s views on Smoking [sic] has
changed because of the toll that it takes upon one’s health and the many deaths
each year that are caused by smoking or breathing second hand smoke. The
advances in science has [sic] allowed us to trace many cancers and other illnesses
back to smoking. The Lord has warned us for 2,000 years that sexual immorality
will be more destructive to our bodies than anything else we do with our bodies,
more deadly than inhaling the poisons in tobacco is using our bodies to engage in
immorality and perversion, and it has not taken science nearly as long to connect
the dots of destructive and deadly diseases like AIDS and several other STD’s
[sic] back to homosexual behavior (misbehavior) as it did to trace cancers and
other deadly diseases back to smoking.
Woodard’s statement claims that promiscuous sexual activity (i.e. any sexual activity
outside of the marriage between a man and woman) is more dangerous to one’s body than
smoking cigarettes. Pastor Woodard continues in proclaiming “the average life span for a
homosexual male is nearly 20 years less than that of a heterosexual male. You rarely see
an OLD HOMOSEXUAL.” Pastor Davidson states, “In the United States and many other
countries it is not uncommon for homosexual males to have 300 partners a year.” The
statements made by Woodard and Davidson imply that among all sexually immoral acts,
same-sex sexual relations are the most promiscuous, irresponsible, and deadly.
Akin to Woodard and Davidson, many of the sampled pastors use the same
rhetoric of irresponsibility and health hazards in constructing their position on sexual
minorities. Pastor Chris Kelly notes, “Deep down, homosexuals aren’t happy and they’re
not gay… they’re deeply sad, hurting people… That’s why 75% of gay men have over
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100 partners in their lifetime, and the avg. [sic] gay male has 6 partners per year, not
counting their significant other.” Kelly offers up these statistics without any citations of
the sources in which he attained this information. Pastor Kelly continues with the
statistics, this time he claims the following quote comes from the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services but does not cite the direct source, “Homosexual Men are
1000x more likely to contract AIDS and die than the general population.” In an attempt to
illustrate sexual minorities as promiscuous and dangerous, Kelly states “the avg.
homosexual marriage lasted less than 2 years, and gay men are 50% more likely to
divorce in an 8 year period. Gay women are 167% more likely to divorce!” According to
Kelly, the only sacred, truthful, and godly marriage is a monogamous marriage between a
man and woman.
Pastor Ralph Andrus of Calvary Baptist Church in Elkins, West Virginia claimed
in May of 2007 that alcoholism and drug abuse were characteristic of gay men and
lesbians, stating “Homosexuals use these to mask their emptiness after the excitement
wares off.” Furthermore, Andrus explained that over 1/3 of the LGBT community
experiences serious depression while only 3% of all heterosexuals experience depression.
Parallel with many of the pastors in this sample, Andrus does not cite where he got this
information. Additionally, Andrus claims that approximately 40% of gay men and
lesbians contemplate suicide on a regular basis. Finally, Andrus noted, “Heterosexual
sexual behavior found that 85 percent of women and 75.5 percent of men reported no
extramarital affairs in their lifetimes.” This statistic implies that, when compared to
promiscuous sexual minority relationships, heterosexual relationships are much more
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faithful. According to Andrus, such rampant promiscuity amongst the LGBT community
results in diseases, depression, and death.
In August of 2004, Pastor Paul Wallace of Grace Wesleyan Church in Zanesville,
Ohio portrayed the irresponsibility and dangerousness of homosexuality, “41% of
homosexuals say they have had sex with strangers in public restrooms, 60% say they
have had sex with strangers in bathhouses, and 64% of these encounters have involved
the use of illegal drugs.” According to Wallace, the source of this information is found at
www.bushcountry.org. Pastor Wallace stereotypes sexual activity of gay men as
occurring with men they did not know in public places. Wallace reasons that such
reckless sexuality results in deadly diseases such as AIDS. Pastor Wallace explains that
AIDS “is a judgment of God, but not only on the gay community – but on all sexual
immorality and drug abuse.” Finally, Wallace claims that God allowed AIDS to spread
because of the sexual activities and substance abuses that do not align with the Bible.
Satan
Many Christians tend to believe that Satan is the root of all evil and all sin. The
notion that Satan is driving force behind the gay rights movement is common amongst
the sample of pastors. Pastor Jerry Shirley stated in March of 2011:
The devil is a pervert. He has no raw materials. He can only take that which is
from God and pervert it. God invented music and the devil comes along and
perverts it. The internet is invented [not by God, but Al Gore] and the devil
perverts this tool that can be used for good. God invents the beautiful thing of sex
and the devil perverts it.
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For it is Satan, argued Shirley, who took heterosexuality between married couples and
corrupted it to what we now know as same-sex sexual relations. Shirley’s comments
allude to his belief that Satan takes all of God’s creation and attempts to corrupt it and
turn it to evil.
A common theme throughout the sampled sermons is the idea of the one truth and
multiple lies. The word “truth” is mentioned approximately 900 times over 89 of the 105
sermons. Pastor Jefferson Williams of Pontiac Bible Church in Pontiac, Illinois believes
that the truth is found in Jesus Christ and the lies are spread by Satan. The pastors cite
Romans 1:25, which says, “They exchanged the truth of God for a lie, and worshipped
and served created things rather than the Creator-who is forever praised.” While Pastor
Williams does not believe homosexuality is worse than any other sin, he does believe that
it is sinful and will result in the casting of one’s soul to the fiery pits of hell. Williams
compares the sexual orientations of LGBT individuals to any other form of idolatry (i.e.
worshipping money, possessions, false gods, etc.).
In February of 2007, Pastor Todd Pugh of Kiski Valley Assembly of God in
Leechburg, Pennsylvania compared the souls of the LGBT community to the lives of
passengers on board airplanes in the September 11, 2001 attacks. Pugh referenced gay
men and lesbians when he noted, “Satan has taken them as prey.” Furthermore, Pugh
explained, “What if we found out that a ticket person knew that there were terrorists
boarding the planes that crashed into the Twin Towers on 9/11. Would that person hold
some responsibility in the outcome? Yes. If we accept and validate people’s sin then we
play a hand in their death.” According to Pugh’s scenario, just as Satan played a role in
the 9/11 attacks, he also plays a major role in destroying the lives of sexual minorities
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and especially their eternal lives. Christians are personally responsible for witnessing to
“the lost” in order to save their souls in the afterlife. Therefore, to Pugh, tolerating sexual
minorities’ lifestyles is the same as not warning those who boarded the flights that
crashed into the World Trade Centers, the Pentagon, and a Pennsylvania field.
Abortion
Perhaps the most evident sign of secular modernity is the issue of abortion. The
politics of a woman’s right to have an abortion have been in constant struggle since the
Roe v. Wade decision of 1973. In November of 2008, Pastor Grossman exclaimed, “We
kill over a million babies a year in the United States alone. Many of them are late term
and killed in a horrible way. If you are not familiar with the process – go to
www.silentscream.com and see what abortion entails.” Despite the lack of credibility in
Grossman’s source, the pastor reiterates that abortion is comparable to murder because,
from the moment of conception, human life is created. Thus, killing an unborn child is
killing a human being in Pastor Grossman’s eyes. Grossman continued, “God hates
abortion – and so should we… I’m not advocating blowing up clinics or killing doctors –
but we need to vote and write our leaders and demonstrate and peaceably protest this
barbaric act.” Grossman justifies his stance on abortion based on his perceptions of God’s
stance on abortion, which is threatened by outside pro-choice advocates, and calls for
political action to maintain the social norms of his religious congregation; all of which
coincides with the three stages of subcultural identity theory.
Pastor Kelly Benton of Leon Christian Church in Leon, Kansas offered a narrative
to his congregation in November of 2010 entitled, “DIARY OF AN UNBORN CHILD.”
This detailed narrative is told from the perspective of the unborn, offering descriptions of
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physical growth throughout the trimesters until the narrative ends abruptly with,
“TODAY MY MOTHER KILLED ME.” Benton’s narrative enables him to construct his
stance on this issue of abortion as being one of morality v. immorality. A woman should
have no choice, according to Benton’s sermon, for killing an unborn is God’s creation
and, like Grossman explained, this is murder.
Similarly, in November of 2006, Pastor Cesar Verdeflor of First Fil-am Christian
Church in Stockton, California said, “If the people have the right to kill babies they
should have the right to kill anyone. Babies are just as much of a person as anyone else.
Please work your hardest for this to stop and stand up for those who can’t speak.”
Characteristic of subcultural identity theory, Verdeflor calls for sociopolitical activism to
combat the threat of abortion. Verdeflor’s call for action reinforces the norms of the
group and seeks to end abortions altogether. The fact that abortion is legal is perceived by
Pastor Verdeflor and various other pastors from the sample as a threat to the ways of life
of their religious subcultural group.
While abortion is a completely separate sociopolitical issue than the issue of gay
rights or the push for marriage equality, one can still observe how subcultural identity
theory is evident in discussions about the topic of abortion. Despite the fact that abortion
and the LGBT community are two separate “problems” threatening Protestant Christians,
many pastors use both issues to construct their argument against those who are prochoice or pro-gay rights. All of the aforementioned issues (i.e. Sexual Immoralities,
Individual Irresponsibility, Health Hazards, Satan, and Abortion) illustrate how the
pastors portray the LGBT community and exemplify how the pastors isolate and
stigmatize sexual minorities by enhancing conflicts between congregations and the
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alienated out-group. The combination of these issues allow for the pastors to alienate
sexual minorities while simultaneously enhancing the group solidarity and collective
identity of their congregation.
Enhanced Solidarity and Collective Identity
Pastor Jack Woodard of Temple Baptist Church in Mendenhall, Mississippi said
in July of 2011 that “homosexuality is the Greatest Degree of sin a man can be in, it is the
lowest man can fall… No human could fall any lower morally and spiritually than to
become a practicing Homosexual. Homosexuality is the SWINE SLOPPING OF ALL
SINS.” Pastor Woodard’s statement does not align with the beliefs of many Protestant
denominations. A common belief among Protestant Christians (whether conservative or
liberal) is that there is no sin that is greater than the other. As with most of the beliefs
among Protestant denominations, this belief in equality of sin is rooted in biblical
passages (see James 2:10)6. The stringent belief in the Bible as being the literal word of
God (i.e. biblical or scriptural literalism) is a common characteristic among conservative
Protestants. What is interesting is the discrepancies in advocating for these literal
interpretations of scriptures as a means of argumentative justification which builds group
opposition to the LGBT community as seen in the subcultural identity theory.
Scriptural Literalism
To better understand how many of the sampled pastors’ construct their identity on
the issue of homosexuality; I provide a review of some of the verses most commonly
cited. Overwhelmingly, most of the pastors sampled in this study are scriptural literalists.

3

See Appendix E to read the Bible verses mentioned in this study.
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Despite the fact that various ministers from this sample proclaim that it is fallacious to
pick-and-choose scriptures to justify one’s stance on this issue, the previously cited
sermon from Pastor Woodard is an example of such falsehoods. Woodard, along with
most of the pastors from this sample, cites various scriptures that justify the church’s
stance against sexual minorities (i.e. Genesis 19:1-11, Leviticus 18:22, 20:13, Romans
1:18-32, 1 Corinthians 6:9-11, etc.). However, such rhetoric does not address various
verses that discuss unconditional love and acceptance of everyone (i.e. John 8:7,
Jeremiah 31:3, Romans 3:23, 1 Peter 4:8, John 3:16, 1 John 4:18, Matthew 7:12, etc.).
Disregarding one scripture as opposed to another illustrates the argumentative problems
that scriptural literalists face on this issue.
Extending on the picking-and-choosing of scriptures, there is the story of Lot,
more commonly known as the story of Sodom and Gomorrah, found in chapter 19 of the
book of Genesis. The story of Sodom can be read in its entirety in Appendix E. The most
interesting finding from the pastors’ references of Sodom is the frequency in which the
pastors pick and choose which portions of the story to preach to their congregation.
Sodom and Gomorrah are mentioned in 48 of the 105 sampled sermons. However, only
three pastors mentioned the incident with Lot and his daughters committing incest. The
other 45 pastors cited verses 1-29 without noting the actions taken in verses 30-38 in the
nineteenth chapter of Genesis. Additionally, majority of the pastors do not address the
fact that Lot offered his daughters to be raped by the men of Sodom. Such details of the
story are not deemed important enough to mention in many of these sermons.
The story of Sodom and Gomorrah is not the only biblical justification used for
one’s stance against sexual minorities. Leviticus 18:22 is a verse that primarily focuses
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on the sexual immoralities that God forbids his people from committing, one of which is
same-sex sexual relations. Two chapters later in Leviticus 20:13, the scriptures claim that
the consequences of same-sex sexual relations is death. Both of the verses in Leviticus
suggest that the act of having sexual relations with one of the same sex is an abomination
and is disgusting to God. As I later discuss, many pastors believe that sexual diseases
derive from such immoralities, and that is a sign of God’s judgment on those who
disobey his word. These two verses in Leviticus are used as a justification to many of the
sampled pastors’ arguments against sexual minorities.
I hypothesized that the Old Testament would be referenced far more than the New
Testament by the sampled pastors. However, this hypothesis was not the case. The New
Testament references nearly doubled the Old Testament references (1020 to 639). The
New Testament, Christians argue, is marked by Jesus Christ’s life, death, and
resurrection. Christians believe that Christ became the savior for all humanity, and thus,
erased all sin if one believed in him (as referenced in John 3:16). Despite the fact that
Christ never mentions homosexuality in the Bible, the sampled pastors use many New
Testament passages to construct their argument, which I argue is the pastors’ suggestion
that, despite their belief in Christ’s death for all of mankind, the pastors use the New
Testament to imply that living a lifestyle full of sin (e.g. sexual immoralities) prevents
one from living a godly life and keeps them from entering into the gates of heaven upon
their death.
Two additional verses that were most commonly cited in the sample of sermons
are 1 Corinthians 6:9-10 and Romans 1:24-27. These verses emphasize, among other
sins, that homosexuality is a sin that prevents one from entering into heaven when they
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die. Furthermore, the verses suggest that sexual minority relationships are a lie because
they deviate from God’s design of sexuality between a man and woman in marriage.
These verses and the themes that stem from the verses are seen consistently throughout
the sample of sermons. All of the aforementioned verses used to portray sexual minorities
in a negative manner are examples of boundary construction. As subcultural identity
theory notes, the construction of these boundaries creates and reaffirms the norms and
values of a group. Emphasizing these verses reinforces the group identity and solidarity
for many of these Protestant subcultures.
There are, however, a plethora of verses found in the Bible of unconditional love
and acceptance of others. By claiming that homosexuality “is the Lowest of all SINS,”
Pastor Woodard’s logic and perception of the LGBT community does not align with such
verses of universal love and acceptance. Therefore, the scriptural literalism of Woodard
and many of his pastoral counterparts from this study is questionable. Nonetheless, it is
important to note that, as seen by many scholars (Smith et al. 1998; Wellman 2008;
Hankins 2008), many of the sampled pastors utilize the Bible for justifying their stance
on these issues because they believe it to be the literal word of God. Literal
interpretations of the Bible allow the pastors to vindicate their stance on the issue of
LGBT rights and strengthen the identity and affiliation of their congregations to support
that stance of opposition.
Godly Marriage
Throughout the sermons, the pastors express a growing discontent with, what they
perceive to be, sexual immoralities and the degrading state of marriage in the 21st
century. Unsurprisingly, according to the sampled pastors, the only acceptable form of
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sexual activity is between one man and one woman in marriage. Pastor Jason Bonnicksen
of American Lutheran Church in Kellogg, Idaho stated in May of 2011, “The verb
‘honoring’… ends with R-I-N-G. These rings, these ancient symbols, we place onto our
fingers on our wedding days, pays tribute and honors the One and Only Eternal God who
has no beginning and no end.” Interestingly, Bonnicksen emphasizes the importance of
wearing a wedding ring (which is not mentioned anywhere in the Bible and is, in fact, an
ancient Roman custom predating Christianity) and claims that is a way to honor God.
According to Pastor Bonnicksen, marriage is designed for replenishing the earth with
human life. In other words, only man and woman can reproduce which is a sign that God
created them for one another, and anything that deviates from this design is a refutation
of God. Before discussing the sampled pastors’ perceptions of gay marriage, it is
important to note their admitted discontent with the institution of marriage between a
man and woman in the 20th and 21st centuries.
In March of 2013, Pastor Robert Sickler of Church Flame in Newburg, Missouri
critiqued the manner in which society had reduced the “sacrament of marriage.” Sickler
noted, “We are a culture that is rapidly losing touch with any Christian concept of
marriage; for example: around 50% of the people will get a divorce, about 50% of young
mothers are unmarried, and the number of unmarried couples living together is rising.”
Pastor Sickler points to secularism as the primary cause of such desecrations to marriage
and calls for a return to God’s design of marriage. Many of the pastors argue that only in
a godly marriage can two people experience happiness and refrain from bodily harm.
Pastor Woodard asserts that “you never see a monogamous married couple ever
contracting a [sic] STD or the deadly disease of AID’s from their own sexual behavior,
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proving that homosexual behavior is SIN.” Once again, Woodard references the dangers
of sexual immoralities and argues that it is impossible for a married man and woman,
who are faithful to one another, to acquire sexual diseases.
In May of 2011, Pastor Bonnicksen stated, “Homosexuality is a sin. It might not
be politically correct for me to utter these words. Yet, as an under-shepherd of Jesus
Christ, I am called to preach the full gospel of God in truth and love – and not that which
is grace only.” Bonnicksen’s statement refers to being “saved by grace,” or through the
death of Christ and believing in him. Christians believe that Christ died for everyone
because everyone has sinned. However, according to Bonnicksen, just because one could
be forgiven for their sins, is not an indication that it is acceptable to continue in that sin.
For Bonnicksen believes that, if one continues in their sinful ways, they are not truly
saved and will perish in hell unless they correct their wicked ways and leave their sinful
lifestyle. The notion that the world is becoming more and more sinful is common
throughout the sample of sermons, especially in the discussion of the institution of
marriage.
Many of the pastors believe that society is continually becoming more malevolent
and dissolute; and for some, the only solution is a return of male leadership in churches,
families, and communities. Pastor Jerry Shirley claimed, “The world becomes a
madhouse and we live in our self-made cells and lock ourselves in at night while the
hoodlums roam up and down the streets and our wives and our daughters are afraid to go
out at night and walk up and down the streets and we have the kind of mayhem like we
have today.” Shirley’s assertion suggests that the world has become corrupt, a clear
indication of a modern, secular, and evil world. Furthermore, Shirley’s comments imply
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the need for paternalistic action from godly men to correct the wrongs of their
communities in order to ensure safety for their wives and daughters (no mention of sons)
that are dependent on them. Shirley’s statement indicates his admiration of a hierarchical
leadership of the household in which the male sets atop the hierarchy followed by his
submissive wife which is a concept noted by many scholars (Gallagher & Smith 1999;
Manning 1999; Bartkowski & Read 2003; Gallagher 2004).
Pastor Rodney Johnson Sr. of Historic Bethlehem and Bell Baptist Churches in
Hahnville, Louisiana said in January of 2010 that LGBT relationships are problematic
because there is “no natural intimacy,” “no procreation,” and that the “differences
between the sexes complement each other” so the only true sexual relationships are
between a husband and a wife. Johnson continues to specify these “differences” between
men and women: 1) “Men are physically stronger,” 2) “Women are for the most part,
more compassionate,” 3) “Women are frequently more loyal,” and 4) “Men are not easily
deceived (Adam was not deceived).” Johnson’s attempts to justify his stance are based on
traditional gender norms. Interestingly, Johnson argues that Adam was not deceived or
tricked - which many of the sampled pastors argue to the contrary and claim that is why
men are superior both in intellect and wisdom to women. For it was Eve, the pastors
argue, who tricked Adam into eating the forbidden fruit and ruining their covenant with
God (Genesis 3:1-24). Because of this womanly disobedience and deception, man is
justified as being the decision-maker and leader of the household and marriage.
For many of the sampled pastors, the subject of marriage cannot exist without the
mentioning of familial relationships. Pastor Chris Kelly claims that marriage between two
individuals of the same sex is problematic for the children involved in the family. Kelly
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explains, “Among children raised by same-sex couples, there is a significant increase in
low self-esteem, stress, confusion regarding sexual identity, an increase in mental illness,
drug use, promiscuity, STD’s, and homosexual behavior, to name just a few.” According
to Kelly, the only way to properly raise children is within a godly household and parental
guidance of a mother and father. Kelly adds, “Satan is so obsessed with poisoning and
destroying marriage!” Pastor Kelly believes that it is the devil that is the primary working
force behind the sociopolitical movement pushing for marriage equality for the LGBT
community, which is another prevalent theme throughout the sermons that I later discuss.
In regard to parenting and preventing children from becoming sexual minorities,
Pastor Ed Vasicek of Highland Park Church in Kokomo, Indiana addressed parents’
responsibilities to their children in April of 2004. Vasicek claimed that parents should
spend much time with their children in order to “encourage boys to be boys (masculine
name, masculine toys; throw baseball with son); balanced discipline, encouragement;
dads must stand up to moms who wish to feminize sons.” The aforementioned quote is a
clear indication of traditional gender norms; however, there is no mention of traditional
gender norms for girls, suggesting that Vasicek believes gay men are somewhat more
problematic than lesbian women. Vasicek’s statement implies that being an effeminate
man is unacceptable and inescapably leads to one’s adopting of the “gay lifestyle.” Such
norms, according to various pastors, should be upheld in the church, in social life, and in
public schools.
Public Education
The idea that public schools have become not only secular but also anti-Christian,
and that such secularism in schools is the reason for increased secularism in the nation is
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common in the sermon sample. In the Abington School District v. Schempp case of 1963,
the United States Supreme Court ruled that school prayer, Bible readings, and other
school-sponsored religious activities were unconstitutional. Over fifty years later, many
of the pastors in this sample remain resentful and argue that Christians are being
oppressed by the secular policy. The majority of the sampled pastors are appalled at the
thought of laws being passed or programs being implemented in public schools to teach
children to be accepting of sexual minorities. Instead of viewing such tactics as a
deterrent to bullying and violence, many of the pastors view it as the spread of corruption
and encouragement of children to become gay. Pastor Jack Woodard explains, “We
would be appalled if a teacher stood before her class and extolled the virtues of Smoking
or Drugs, both are killers, but homosexuals have a lifespan shorter than smokers. WAKE
UP AMERICA!!” According to Woodard, teaching children that it is alright to be gay is
identical to teaching them it is alright to smoke cigarettes or become a cocaine addict.
In regard to the growing patterns of acceptance and support for marriage equality
in the United States, Pastor Barry Johnson of Grace Christian Center in Dayton, Ohio
stated in March of 2013, “I know where the growth is coming from. It’s coming from
those 18 to 30 years old who never had prayer or bible reading in their schools.”
According to Johnson’s statement, people who do not have prayer in school are the root
of the problem in enforcing the liberal agenda on modern public policy. In addition to the
removal of school prayer, many pastors are still resentful of the Supreme Court’s decision
in the Scopes Monkey Trial of 1925 to mandate that evolution be taught in public
schools. The above-mentioned claims are examples of a continued resistance to
modernity and secularism by various Protestant church leaders.
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Modernism
Pastor Andy Grossman of Mount Shasta Abundant Life Church of the Nazarene
in Mount Shasta, California, is like many other Protestant ministers in his belief that the
second coming of Christ, also known as the “rapture” or the end of the world, is near.
This belief in a fast-approaching apocalyptic world is not a new phenomenon (see
Waldman 2008). Furthermore, with the increase in modernity and secularism, the belief
that the rapture will happen sooner rather than later is common amongst many
conservative Protestant groups. In October of 2012, Grossman noted, “We live in the
most exciting time in history! We are living in the very end of the age. We have the
privilege of seeing the bible come alive.” Grossman references many reasons as to how
he knows the end of the world is near, but one primary reason is the growing acceptance
and support for sexual minorities and marriage equality in the United States.
Pastor Jack Woodard critiqued the modern and corrupt society in which he lived
by stating, “An affluent society that has so much wealth that they no longer have the
trials, troubles and hard work that build character, and so much idle time that they have
nothing but sin to fill it with, will continue their moral slide until finally they reach the
depths of perversion, homosexuality.” Not only does Woodard exalt the primary
characteristic of the Protestant Ethic (i.e. hard work), but he also claims that the
reasoning for society’s downfall is the LGBT community. Pastor Tim Hinrichs explained,
“Our state can legalize marriage of homosexuals and can go even further to legalize other
things that are clearly condemned but that doesn’t make it right and it doesn’t mean that
we must support it… For we are not of this world and we will take a stand.” While
Hinrichs references sociopolitical events, he reiterates the importance of the Church not
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following the cultural and social norms of a modern and secular society, which is
characteristic of modern fundamentalist Protestants. Additionally, Hinrichs’ statement
calls for the final component of subcultural identity theory, political action.
Pastor Kelly Benton of Leon Christian Church in Leon, Kansas is strongly
opposed to the “evils” of the secular, modern world. The quote below is a primary
example of efforts to increase group solidarity and norms which is seen in the first stage
of subcultural identity theory. In November of 2010, Pastor Benton noted:
I want to bring you out of the darkness of political correctness into the light,
peace, and freedom of the truth. I want to take you from hypocrisy to consistency,
from moral cowardice to moral confidence. I want to show you that it’s not just
uncomfortable to be a Christian and be friends with the world at the same time –
it’s IMPOSSIBLE [sic].
Benton’s comments align with the fundamentalist approach to the secular world, as noted
by Wellman (2008), which seeks to isolate fundamentalists from the rest of society.
According to Benton, a true Christian cannot even befriend one who is not Christian,
which is an example of boundary creation that forbids contact with out-groups. Benton’s
statement is exemplary of an attempt to unify and solidify the in-group, which is the
second stage of subcultural identity theory.
Pastor Benton has to strengthen his particular church’s identity and solidarity
because he believes that his church denomination has been deceived and fallen prey to
the changing norms of society. When referencing the Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America (ECLA), Pastor Benton notes, “The ECLA was once a strong denomination that
stood on God’s Holy truth but I firmly believe that over time this once Holy body of
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believers has allowed society to water down the word of God. It began with the
acceptance of female clergy and has brought us to a gay acceptance of clergy. Where
does it end?” Benton’s statement referenced the ECLA’s decisions to ordain women and
sexual minorities as church leaders. These non-traditional trends of ordination are
exemplary of modernism and equality suggesting approval that heterosexual men are not
the only members of society that can become spiritual leaders of church congregations.
Benton’s statement clearly draws the lines between “us” v. “them” and reinforces the
norms, customs, and values of the in-group.
In September of 2004, Ovidiu Radulescu of Rogers Seventh-Day Adventist
Church in Rogers, Arkansas referenced a modern, corrupt society, and specifically gay
marriage, by stating, “We already struggled with the divorce rate and single parent issue
and now it is another hit. The Family as an institution will be ruined if we cannot dare to
fight. Clones will replace humans – a nightmare.” While the aforementioned quotation
appears to be nothing more than a state of panic and paranoia, Radulescu’s words
illustrate a resistance to modernism and secularism. Pastor Radulescu’s rhetoric suggests
that, much like the domino effect, once society embraces a cultural norm that deviates
from the Bible then additional unbiblical norms will inevitably follow.
Pastor Bobby Stults suggested that “believers must also AVOID allowing the
culture to influence our teachings,” which is a clear sign of a resistance to modernity and
a common characteristic of fundamentalists. Similarly, Pastor Jeffrey Richards of White
Oak Grove Baptist Church in Potosi, Missouri advised his congregation in August of
2001, “Stand firm. Don’t let public opinion direct your moral compass. Support those that
stand for truth.” This advice is a result in the threat of changes that come with modernism
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and secularism. In August of 2004, Pastor Brad Bailey of Vineyard Christian Fellowship
Westside in Los Angeles, California said, “The more militant homosexual movement is
riding on this wave of ‘tolerance’ that so many look to as the hope of our current culture.”
Bailey’s statement, much like Stults and other pastors, is a reflection of a resistance to
secularism and modernity. More often than not, the sample of pastors resisted modernism
rather than embracing it, which aligns with the fundamentalist approach rather than the
evangelical approach.
Relying on biblical references and literal interpretations of scriptures allow
pastors to justify their stance and gain congregational support against sexual minorities
and marriage equality. The multiple discussions of, what the pastors believe to be, God’s
design for marriage helps to solidify their churches’ stance on the issue of equal marriage
rights for LGBT couples. Emphasizing a divine design for marriage also enables the
pastors to reiterate the norms, values, and customs of their in-group. Through the
condemnation of the secularization of public schools, the pastors place perceived societal
problems on the removal of religion in public education and call for unity among their
congregations. Invoking fear into church subcultures of the results of modernism enables
the pastors to gain solidified support and reinforces in-group norms to combat
secularization in modern society. As seen in the second stage of subcultural identity
theory, scriptural references, discussions of marriage, disapproval of secular public
education, and condemning modernity all enhance group solidarity and group affiliation
of the Protestant religious subcultures.
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Calls to Action
The third and final step in subcultural identity theory is the call for action, most
often political action, from the in-group in maintaining the status quo from the
threatening out-group. This action often takes the form of the pastor, using his political
capital, encouraging his congregation to go out and vote (maybe not for a specific
candidate or party, but often for a stance on particular partisan issues). Other forms of
advocating for political action are seen in the encouragement to make the Protestant
Christian voices publicly heard and to spread the message of their group throughout
society (i.e. evangelism). While many of the aforementioned pastors’ rhetoric, and the
rhetoric that follows, illustrates this call for action, it is important to understand how the
pastors come to this step and justify their claims for political participation. In regard to
political topics found within the sermons, many of the pastors use historical and recent
events to justify their stance on the issue of marriage equality in order to explain to their
congregations why this issue is so important to Christians. Approximately one week after
the Supreme Court’s ruling of the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) and Proposition 8
on June 26, 2013, Pastor Bobby Stults addressed the Court’s decision to rule laws
forbidding gay marriage as unconstitutional. When referencing the gay rights movement,
Stults said, “It pits US against THEM,” which is characteristic of the perceived threat of
opposition seen in subcultural identity theory.
Evangelize to the “Lost”
While it cannot be ignored that many religious subcultures solidify their group
identities by further alienating out-groups, evangelical groups tend to handle the matter
differently. Evangelical Protestants attempt to strengthen their group by recruiting
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members and witnessing to non-Christians, who they try to convert to the Christian way
of life (i.e. Smith et al. 1998; Wellman 2008; Hankins 2008). In July of 2008, Pastor
Ryan Akers of Calvary Wesleyan Church in Fredonia, Kansas exclaimed, “We
ABSOLUTELY [sic] need to take a stand on truth. There is no place to water down the
gospel and let people get by with sinning because we don’t want to hurt their feelings but
we need to learn to challenge people in love.” Once again, the theme of the truth vs. a lie
is evident in Akers’ exclamation. According to Akers, it is Christians and only Christians
that know the truth (which is the Word of God), and it is their moral obligation to spread
that truth to others in order to save them from the perils of hell. Akers’ statement is an
example of reaching out to non-Christians.
Pastor Thomas Black of Fame Evangelical Church in Moweaqua, Illinois noted in
February of 2005, “Christians cannot just ‘hunker in the bunker’ and decide not to be
involved and ignore the plight of culture.” Pastor Black’s claim is evidence of
encouraging Christians to go out and share their beliefs with those who do not know God.
Similarly, in March of 2004, Pastor William Yates of Richview United Methodist Church
in Richview, Illinois confessed, “What the Church needs today is not more machinery or
better, not new organizations or more novel methods, but men whom the Holy Ghost can
use--men of prayer, men mighty in prayer.” Yates’ statement is another example of a
need for more paternalistic leadership within the church which would then spread
throughout the secular communities. While many of the pastors encourage the
recruitment of non-Christians to Christianity and, eventually, to leadership roles in their
churches, others argue that some non-Christians, while certainly welcome to adopt the
Christian lifestyle and theology, are not capable of leadership.
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Pastor Anthony Smith of Temple of the Spirit and Truth Ministries in Flatwoods,
Kentucky claimed in 2011 that the LGBT community needs “to be in church but not in
the ministry, for by being able to hear the truth they may be saved, but allowing Satan to
teach is inviting destruction of the entire body.” Smith’s proclamation shows that he
wants the LGBT community to change from their “wicked ways,” but even if this
transformation happens, they should refrain from leadership positions in the church.
Thus, Smith suggests that individuals who have committed sexual acts with members of
the same sex are prone to corrupting God’s word and teaching others that it is acceptable
to be both a Christian and a sexual minority.
Despite Smith’s assertion of a limited Christian leadership to evangelize to the
secular world, many of the sampled pastors embrace the secular world and welcome nonChristians. However, this welcome invitation requires assimilation of group values,
norms, and customs. Differentiation from the group beliefs remains intolerable by most
of the pastors in the sample. Pastor Ricky Johnson of Fountain Hill/Mount Moriah United
Methodist Church in Peachland, North Carolina stated in March of 2003:
We have to be ready to step into an arena that is far away from where we feel
comfortable and boldly proclaim the truth of God’s Word to any that will listen…
We have to be ready to be ridiculed, called vindictive names, cursed, and maybe
even physically assaulted, all for our beliefs in the truth of God’s Word. This is
when most of our discomfort comes about.
Pastor Johnson’s statement reassures his congregation that there will be much discontent
and hostility toward them as they reach out to the secular world. However, as
characteristic of evangelical Protestants, Johnson reiterates that it is a Christian’s duty to
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share the “truth of God’s Word” to the rest of the world. One avenue in which many of
the pastors believe they can share God’s message is through political activism and public
policy.
Political Action
Some of the pastors believe that sexual minorities should have the same rights as
anyone else, all the while maintaining their opposition to them. In March of 2011, Pastor
Davidson asserts the LGBT community, “Since God has allowed them the right to choose
a lifestyle contrary to His good will for their lives we should grant them the dignity that
our Bill of Rights grants them, even while adamantly opposing their lifestyle of confusion
and darkness.” However, many of the sampled pastors do not share the views of
Davidson. Pastor Jerry Shirley notes in March of 2011, “Lawmakers have taken our
discrimination laws, which are a relatively good thing protecting people regardless of
race, color, creed, and have added the phrase ‘or sexual orientation.” Interestingly,
Shirley does not mention gender in his discussion of discrimination laws. Apparently,
women have not experienced discrimination like the other groups mentioned above.
Nonetheless, the notion that sexual minorities should have the same rights as everyone
else, according to Shirley, is fallacious.
Many of the sampled pastors use their political capital to influence their
congregations in adopting their personal political beliefs and calls for political action to
best appease the Lord. When noting the “mistakes” made at the voting booths, Pastor
Don Baggett of Trinity Baptist Church in Fulton, Mississippi stated in March of 2010 that
“we have voted for people who have very plainly told us that they are pro-homosexual,
pro-abortion, and just pro-sin in general. We are receiving the recompense of our error!”
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Baggett’s words illustrate a fear of God’s wrath on the United States as a result of
policies and legislations that do not align with the teachings of the Bible. According to
Baggett’s claim, in order to right the wrongs of society, Christians must become
politically active and change said policies before it is too late. Therefore, Baggett’s
justification for political activism is rooted in his fear of the inevitable turmoil that will
come from God if gay marriage and abortion laws are upheld in the United States.
As seen previously, many of the sampled pastors attribute the political views and
oppositions to their own to be caused by Satan. In March of 2013, Pastor Barry Johnson
claimed that Satan was “responsible for pushing an agenda that he received from the
throne room of hell. The agenda that has been pushed on this country for the last 50-plus
years has been same-sex marriage and homosexuality… Here in this country, same-sex
marriage and the homosexual agenda is an all-out assault on our souls.” Johnson’s claims
suggest that gaining the right to marry and other civil liberties for the LGBT community
is Satan’s design and, thus, anyone affiliated with such movement is, in essence, satanic
and evil. Regarding politics, while Pastor Johnson does not blatantly attack or critique
President Obama or other prominent political figures (Dick Cheney, Laura Bush, and
Colin Powell), he prays for them because he claims “the ways they are leading us right
now, if we continue down this road, will lead us to death.” Along with the most of the
pastors, Johnson believes and fears God’s inevitable wrath on the United States as a
result of the LGBT community gaining the right to marry.
In July of 2008, Pastor Steven Haguewood encouraged his congregation when he
exclaimed, “we hate the sin, but love the sinner. And we do not vote for, or support in
any way those who support or encourage the practice of such sin.” Haguewood’s
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statement is an example of his ability to use his position of leadership to push political
capital onto his congregation by encouraging them not to vote for political candidates that
are pro-gay rights. Furthermore, Haguewood uses rhetoric that portrays the opposition as
not only different, but sinful. Parallel to the “Us v. Them” dynamic, Haguewood’s words
illustrate those that are moral (i.e. Christians) and those that are immoral (i.e. gay rights
and pro-choice movements). Despite the rhetorical tactics mentioned, perhaps the most
common theme seen in the sermons is the notion that Christians are oppressed by the gay
rights movement.
In October of 2012, Pastor Andy Grossman explained, “We don’t believe the
government has the authority to tell pastors and churches what to say or what not to say.
In protest, we are speaking the Word of God on these contemporary issues.” Pastor
Grossman’s statement references the Johnson Amendment of 1954 and is evidence that
Grossman believes that the secular federal government persecutes Christians.
Furthermore, Grossman calls for political activism by stating, “We need to get involved.
Vote. Run for office. Speak out for truth – even if it isn’t popular. Defend the
defenseless.” According to Grossman, Christians are defenseless and bullied, and the
LGBT community is the oppressors and bullies. The only way to alleviate this problem,
says Grossman, is to become politically active – the third and final step of subcultural
identity theory. The most interesting component to Grossman’s sermon is that he believes
not only that the end of the world is inevitable but also that society has reached that point.
Paradoxically, he encourages his congregation to fight back and restore social and
political order to something that he believes is certain to happen. Pastor Grossman argues
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that it is the duty of Christians to correct the wrongs of the country and return to a
“Christian nation.”
Against the legislation set forth by the Johnson Amendment, many pastors
continue to critique the federal government and specific political leaders without fear of
repercussions. Much like his sampled colleagues, Pastor Robert Sickler admits in March
of 2013, “AMERICA IS NOT A NATION GUIDED BY A CHRISTIAN
GOVERNMENT [sic].” Sickler then critiques President Obama by noting:
Our government is so openly non-Christian today that our president has led
Muslims in prayer… in the White House. Our president is so openly nonChristian that he has repeatedly refused to acknowledge our creator when he
quotes the Declaration of Independence. In fact, the current president of the
United States, on a world stage, publically declared that the United States is not a
Christian nation.
Despite the blatant critiques of President Obama’s religious beliefs, Sickler goes on to
argue in his sermon that it is not the place of Christians to force their beliefs on others,
especially through laws and legislations. Notwithstanding, Sickler wants the nation to
become dominated by Christians, but only as a result of a massive awakening of society
to return to biblical principles. Sickler’s dream is also seen in Pastor Kelly Benton’s call
for political activism when he stated in November of 2010, “It is time for us to ban
together and expose homosexuality as the sin it truly is.” Benton’s statement reflects
subcultural identity theory in that it enhances in-group solidarity and is a call to action in
the public sphere.
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The third stage of subcultural identity theory is evident in the calls from the
pastors for evangelism and political action of congregations. To evangelize, one must go
out and be active in order to share his or her beliefs in attempts to recruit new members to
adopt that belief system. Becoming politically active results from voting, protesting,
organizing or attending political rallies, and criticizing political leaders to name a few
components of political activism for which the pastors advocate. These actions result
because of the perceived threat of an out-group and, in this case, the LGBT community is
the alleged threat that these various Protestant subcultures wish to alleviate and
eventually eliminate from public and political debates.
Changes in Perceptions
Perhaps one of the most interesting subjects in this sample of pastors is Pastor
Rick Gillespie of Glenville New Life Community Church in Cleveland, Ohio. Pastor
Gillespie has three sermons in the sample ranging in years from 2001 to 2008 to 2012.
The most fascinating component to Gillespie’s rhetoric is to examine how his perceptions
of gay marriage and the LGBT community changed over the 11-year span. In June of
2001, Gillespie addressed gay-rights advocates’ notion that Christ never once mentioned
homosexuality in the bible:
Jesus does not mention rape, incest, kidnapping or wife abuse, yet we would not
argue that his silence on the issues indicated approval of the actions. Jesus
affirmed his position on homosexuality by his open declaration and admission of
the Old Testament to be the word of God. Jesus viewed the Word of God as an
absolute standard for all behavior.
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Gillespie’s words indicate the fact that Christ’s decision not to specifically mention gay
men and lesbians is not a sign of support. Furthermore, Gillespie implies that same-sex
relations are not always characteristic of the “wild gay lifestyle,” but it is nonetheless still
sin. Gillespie argues that, like anyone else, the only way for sexual minorities to enter
into heaven is to repent of and flee from their sin.
In July of 2008, Gillespie continued his condemnation of the LGBT community
and gay marriage. Unlike his sermon seven years prior, Gillespie argued that same-sex
couples are not capable of fulfilling the needs of children because they do not
complement each other. Gillespie addresses the problem in a scene of a romantic-comedy
on BET involving two gay men and their inability to advise their daughter when she had
her first period. Furthermore, Gillespie claims that gay men’s “living on the downlow has
been the main way AIDS has been transmitted to our African American women.” Once
again, the possibility that sexually transmitted diseases could be transferred through
heterosexual sex is not an option to Gillespie. Much like the other pastors’ fears,
Gillespie claims, “History will repeat itself.” This assertion suggests that the wrath of
God, as seen in Sodom and Gomorrah, will reoccur in the United States. In 2008,
Gillespie viewed sexual minorities as immoral, hazardous to one’s health, a devastation
to God’s familial design, and a step in the direction to witnessing God’s wrath.
In May of 2012, the same month of President Obama’s change of heart for
marriage equality, Pastor Gillespie’s rhetoric changed. While Gillespie continues to
disagree with same-sex sexual relations and President Obama’s statements, he states that
the LGBT community “should have the right under the constitution as citizens of this
country not because they are gay, but because they are Americans.” Gillespie carefully
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chooses his words, but implies that he supports the right to marry for gay men and
lesbians. However, support for marriage equality is not the same as support for LGBT
relationships, which Gillespie maintains he cannot do. The primary focus of Gillespie’s
2012 sermon was to acknowledge the first amendment to the U.S. Constitution and fight
for the rights of both the LGBT community and Christians’ rights to oppose said
community. Again, while the rhetoric does not support sexual minorities’ decisions to be
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transsexual, Gillespie does argue for their ability to experience
the same rights as any other U.S. citizen.
The three longitudinal sermons from Pastor Gillespie are shades of Sherkat et al.’s
(2011) conception of changes in cultural perceptions of the right for LGBT couples to
marry. Gillespie remains opposed to sexual minority relationships, but he does
acknowledge the legal rights for marriage equality. This longitudinal observation of
Pastor Gillespie’s rhetoric is important because of the changing societal norms that are
probable influences on his views. In future studies, one should attempt to examine
sermon rhetoric that traces sermons by specific pastors longitudinally in order to observe
whether or not progressive societal norms have an effect on the discourse.
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CHAPTER VIII
DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION

Discussion
To summarize this work, I used Smith et al.’s (1998) subcultural identity theory
to explain how various Protestant Christian groups construct their view of the LGBT
community. The findings in the content analysis strongly align with the components of
subcultural identity theory: 1) tensions and problems between in-groups and out-groups
arise, 2) there is a heightened sense of group solidarity, identity, and affiliation within the
in-group, and 3) the in-group calls for its members to take action (often politically) in
order to maintain the norms, values, and customs of the group and to alleviate the
perceived threat of the out-group. The aforementioned stages of subcultural identity
theory are embedded in the sermon rhetoric as seen by the multiple attempts to create an
“Us v. Them” dynamic through boundary construction, argumentative justification
through scriptural references, and a call to action through various forms of promoting
political endeavors (e.g. voting, protesting, critiquing of political leaders, and oppressed
Christians).
I conducted various statistical analyses using the 2012 General Social Survey
(GSS) data to provide background evidence and to frame the purpose of the content
analysis for this project. As a result of creating a religiosity scale, I was able to determine
that there is a statistically significant relationship between religious strength, political
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party identification, perceptions of LGBT couples, and perceptions of marriage equality
among the sample of Protestant respondents. The findings from this survey analysis show
that respondents with higher levels of religiosity are more likely to identify as
Republican, perceive LGBT relationships as wrong, and disagree with equal marriage
laws for LGBT couples. Furthermore, respondents with lower levels of religiosity are
more likely to identify as Independent or Democrat, perceive LGBT relationships as not
wrong at all, and support equal marriage laws for LGBT couples. This analysis of survey
data show various trends of Protestant Christian perceptions regarding sexual minorities
in the 21st century, and I use the content analysis of sermon transcripts to try to explain
these trends in the survey data.
The content analysis helps to explain these trends because it examines the
arguments and justifications many Protestant pastors take when discussing sexual
minorities and gay rights. My first research question seeks to understand how the various
pastors construct their view of the LGBT community, and the findings show that the
pastors use rhetorical devices such as discussions of: sexually-immoral comparisons,
emphases on individual responsibility, health hazards of sexual “deviance,” comparisons
to Satan and socio-political issues like abortion to alienate and distance the out-group
LGBT community from the in-group. The second research question examines how the
rhetoric communicates norms, values, and beliefs that enhance the solidarity of the ingroup. The sermon findings show that the pastors reiterate the group norms of their
churches through literal interpretations of the Bible, discussions of what they believe is
God’s design for marriage, critiques of a secular public education and its effects on
society, and warnings of the inherent dangers in a secular, modern world. The third and
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final research question examines how the pastors call for their congregations to become
politically active. The sermons illustrate that many of the sampled pastors call for their
congregations to evangelize and recruit non-Christians to their churches and call for their
congregations to take part in political protests, communicating their message in the public
sphere, and voting against politicians and legislations that support gay rights.
Conclusion
This study helps explain the relationship between Protestant Christian subcultures
and the LGBT community in the 21st century U.S. sociopolitical context. Especially in
today’s sociopolitical domain, this study is important to gain a better understanding of
why many Protestant Christians are opposed to the legal rights of the LGBT community
to marriage. There are many ways in which this work added to previous studies and
literatures on the topic. First, this study expanded on Smith et al.’s (1998) subcultural
identity theory by applying the theory to pulpit rhetoric. Secondly, this work is unique
because the sermon transcripts are evidence of many concepts from a variety of previous
literatures on Protestant Christians.
The content analysis is an extension of previous literatures that most often tended
to focus on face-to-face interviews. Another extension upon previous works is that this
study examines rhetoric that is made publicly available through an online community.
And finally, this work adds to Smith et al.’s theory because it observes pulpit rhetoric
over the time frame in which many states have legalized gay marriage. In 1998, when
Smith et al. introduced the subcultural identity theory, civil unions were not legally
recognized. Today, seventeen states plus Washington D.C. have legalized marriage.
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Thus, this application of subcultural identity theory to a more modern timespan is an
extension on the theory’s origins.
However, there is always room for improvement. Possible avenues for future
research could be seen in a more representative survey analysis of Protestant Christians in
the United States. Additionally, this work could be improved or expanded upon if
researchers could find a representative sample of Catholic sermons. In which case, the
rhetoric of Protestants and Catholics could be compared in order to analyze the rhetorical
similarities and differences of both sects of Christianity when referencing the LGBT
community. Also in regard to the growing conversations of LGBT rights in the
international media, considering international sermons would enhance the comprehension
of the global Christian view on sexual minorities. Finally, this approach to studying
religious subcultures and their resistance to group norm violations should be applied to
other world religions (e.g. Islam and Judaism) to have a better understanding of religious,
not just Christian, opposition to LGBT couples and marriage equality legislations.
In conclusion, this study explained how various Protestant Christian pastors view
the sexual minorities in the 21st century – the age in which said community has gained,
and continues to gain, significant legal rights. The sampled pulpit rhetoric most often
draws on biblical passages, emphases on individual responsibility, reiterations of health
hazards, relating sexual minorities to other sociopolitical issues, and advocating for
political action from the church congregations to not only justify the church’s stance on
the issue of gay rights, but also to maintain the group norms, values, and customs that are
perceived as threatened by the LGBT community. In an increasingly secularized era, the
issue of marriage equality and LGBT rights will not fade away. By understanding the
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argumentative techniques of the various Protestant Christian subcultures from this study,
one can better prepare in a knowledgeable and educated manner for informed discussions
and civil debates with religious opponents of the rights of sexual minorities.
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To test for any statistical significance between the variables, I use Chi-Square and
ANOVA tests. Cross-tabulations and ANOVA, and chi-squared tests of bivariate tables
are used in order to determine if one variable is associated with another variable.
Especially with variables that contain only a few categories, ANOVA is an efficient way
to test for any significant relationship between two particular variables. The ANOVA
tests allow for comparisons of means within and between the low, moderate, and high
levels of religiosity to determine whether or not there is a statistically significant
difference between the groups. Using analyses including cross-tabulations, analysis of
variance, frequencies, and descriptive statistics, I investigate the relationship between the
variables to determine whether or not religious and political views have a significant
relationship with attitudes toward sexual minorities and marriage equality.
The sample of participants analyzed in this study is not a randomly selected
sample. Instead, the GSS sample is a “multi-stage probability sample to the block or
segment level” (Appendix A, GSS website). In other words, neighborhood areas (e.g. 50
blocks) were selected and within that sample of neighborhood blocks, a small portion
(e.g. 5 blocks) was randomly selected for interviewing. The data is weighted in order to
gain a more accurate depiction of the sample size. Within the block level, quota sampling
techniques are used to even the demographics of the sampled population (i.e. sex, age,
employment status). According to the GSS website, “The simplest way to compensate
would be to weight each interview proportionally to n, the number of eligible respondents
in the household where the interview was conducted” (Appendix A, GSS website). The
only requirement of the GSS was that respondents had to be eighteen years of age in
order to be eligible to answer the survey.
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Survey Analysis Technical Strategy
The GSS contains a spread of demographic, attitudinal and behavioral questions
which help academics to gain a more accurate perception of public opinion on various
issues and an understanding of problematic concerns within the United States. Topics are
often of special interest, and have largely remained constant since the 1970s to track how
public opinion has changed over time. The sample used for the GSS collection was
randomly selected and surveys were given face-to-face with the participants. The study
was conducted from 1972 to 2012; however, I focus on the 2012 wave of data. From the
collected GSS data, I can better understand the relationship between religious perceptions
and marriage equality. The GSS will provide perceptions from the people surveyed,
which is a factor that cannot be measured when determining how a minister constructs
the church’s view of the LGBT community.
Including the GSS data within this project will have a substantial impact on the
overall project’s academic significance. The collections of sermons are not completely
representative (nor is the GSS data) of Christianity within the United States, but the
combination of the two results in a much more comprehensive understanding of
conservative Protestant perceptions regarding the LGBT community. Again, the content
analysis can only examine the perceptions and identities formed by the pastors who
preach them. The GSS analysis displays trends in church attendance and discontent with
marriage equality from the perspective of church members. Furthermore, the analysis
illustrates how religion and politics often coincide by measuring both religious and
political party affiliations. Indeed, the GSS data will provide a different set of data to

107

answer my claims and hypotheses for this project. Therefore, the survey analysis plays a
vital role in filling some gaps in this project.
The primary survey question that will be used in this study is the question,
“Should homosexuals have a right to marry?” Using cross-tabulations and analyses of
variance (ANOVA) tests, this question will be tested among a variety of religious and
political concepts that will assist in determining whether or not there is a significant
relationship between religious strength and/or politics and the opinions of the right for
LGBT individuals to marry. Political party identification is analyzed to determine if
Republicans, Democrats, or Independents are more or less likely to disagree with or
advocate for marriage equality. The GSS data will assist me in understanding not only
religious perceptions towards the LGBT community, but political party perceptions as
well. However, accurately measuring religious strength is a difficult task to accomplish.
Smith et al. (1998) explained that religiosity cannot be explained by church
attendance, religious identification, or frequency of prayer, among others, alone. The
authors argued that if religious strength were to truly be measured, the aforementioned
activities must be combined. To address this assertion, I used the technique of factor
analyses and created a scale (or one variable that combines multiple variables) to have a
more accurate measure of religiosity. The five variables used to create the scale are: 1)
How often the respondent attends religious services, 2) How often the respondent prays,
3) The respondent’s perception of the strength of their religious affiliation, 4) Whether or
not the respondent believes in life after death, and 5) Whether or not the respondent reads
scripture outside of religious services. Each of these variables was recoded before
combining them into a scale, which I discuss in more detail in the GSS findings.
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Nonetheless, by using the religiosity scale and other variables relating to political beliefs,
I can gain a more accurate representation of Protestant perceptions of the LGBT
community in 2012.
Independent and Dependent Variables
For each of the cross-tabulations, there is an independent and dependent variable.
Simply put, the dependent variable is the assumed effect or result of the independent
variable. In the following tables, the independent variables are listed in the columns and
the dependent variables are listed in the rows. As previously mentioned, I combined five
variables pertaining to religion into a scale variable that I named “Religiosity.” The
religiosity variable serves as the independent variable in three of the cross-tabulations. Its
dependent variables are political party identification, perceptions of sexual minorities,
and perceptions of marriage equality. The political party identification variable is also
used as an independent variable when tested with perceptions of sexual minorities and
perceptions of marriage equality.
Every variable, with the exception of church attendance, used in this analysis was
recoded for simplification when interpreting the findings. The most important reason for
recoding the variables within the religiosity scale is to make each variable go in the same
direction (i.e. from low to high). Failure to recode variables in the same direction will
result in inaccurate results. I discuss the coding choices below.
Coding the Religiosity Scale
For the religiosity scale, I began with the church attendance variable which asked
participants how often they attended religious services. The original responses are coded:
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Never, Less than Once a Year, Once a Year, Several Times a Year, Once a Month, Two
to Three Times a Month, Nearly Every Week, and More Than Once a Week. The
responses for the church attendance variable were not recoded.
The next variable asked how often the respondent prayed. The original responses
are listed: Several Times a Day (882), Once a Day (725), Several Times a Week (232),
Once a Week (128), Less Than Once a Week (155), and Never (74). I recoded the
responses in reverse order of the original variable to maintain the same ordinal pattern of
low to high.
The next variable measured the self-identified strength of affiliation for each
respondent. The original responses are listed: Strong (1106), Not Very Strong (874), and
Somewhat Strong (215). Once again, this variable was recoded in reverse order to keep
the same ordinal progression of low to high.
The fourth variable asked whether or not respondents believed in life after death
and the fifth, and final, variable asked if respondents read religious scriptures outside of
church. Both of these binary variables were recoded so that “Yes” = 1 and “No” = 0.
When asked, “Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a Republican,
Democrat, or Independent,” the responses for the Political Party Identification variable
include: Strong Democrat, Not Strong Democrat, Independent near Democrat,
Independent, Independent near Republican, Not Strong Republican, and Strong
Republican. The first two responses are recoded into “Democrat,” the next three
responses are recoded into “Independent,” and the final two responses are recoded into
“Republican.” I grouped these responses because I am most interested in studying the
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decision (or choice) to affiliate with a particular political party not the self-perceived
strength of that partisan affiliation.
Participants were asked, “What about sexual relations between two adults of the
same sex – do you think it is wrong, almost always wrong, wrong only sometimes, or not
wrong at all?” The first two responses were recoded into “Wrong,” the third response
remained “Sometimes Wrong,” and the fourth response remained “Not Wrong at All.” I
chose to leave the option of “Sometimes Wrong” because of participants who believe
LGBT couples’ rights should not be taken away (i.e. freedom to date one another) and at
the same time believe that LGBT couples should not have the right to marriage. This
example is one of many contradicting beliefs are probable reasons for one to choose
“Sometimes Wrong” as opposed to the other, more concrete, options.
Participants were asked, “Do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
Homosexual couples have the right to marry one another.” The response choices for the
interviewees are listed: Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree or Disagree, Disagree, and
Strongly Disagree. The last two responses are recoded into “Disagree,” the middle
response remained “Neither Agree or Disagree,” and the first two responses are recoded
into “Agree.”
Factor Analysis
Before discussion of the cross-tabulation results, an explanation of the creation of
the religiosity scale is necessary. The alpha level and Eigenvalue are the primary tests to
determine whether or not multiple variables represent a single underlying concept and
can therefore be combined into a factor or scale. Again, the five variables which compose
the scale are: church attendance, frequency of prayer, self-identified religious strength,
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the belief in life after death, and how often one reads scriptures outside of church. One
limitation to this study is that when using principal components factor analysis, the alpha
level of the religiosity factor (.602) does not meet or exceed the desired value of .7. This
is attributed to the weighting and filtering of the data to only include Protestant
respondents, significantly reducing sampling size. However, since the alpha level is close
to the desired value, it is appropriate to create a scale. The required Eigenvalue is equal to
or above 1 and the Eigenvalue for this particular factor is 2.424, so it meets the second
requirement.
Because of the acceptable, but not ideal, alpha level and the Eigenvalue
requirement which is met, I examined the loading of the five variables on to a single
factor. All of the variables were loaded evenly on the religiosity factor. Because the five
variables loaded evenly, I was able to simply create an additive scale to combine the five
variables. In short, an additive scale is appropriate when all of the variables are loaded
consistently on a single factor and the results can be determined by simple addition. Thus,
the religiosity scale is created to test for statistical significances between the strength of
one’s religion, political party affiliations, perceptions of sexual minorities, and
perceptions of equal rights to marry for LGBT couples.
The full religiosity scale was used in the ANOVA analyses. For cross-tabulations,
the religiosity scale was recoded to reflect the data’s distribution in quartiles to create an
ordinal variable coded as Low, Moderate, and High Religiosity. The values for the first
quartile range from 0-13. The values for the second quartile range from 14-19. The values
for the third, and final, quartile range from 20-22. The values are unevenly distributed
because the data skews to the left. I renamed the first quartile (Low Religiosity), the
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second quartile (Moderate Religiosity), and the third quartile (High Religiosity).
Ultimately, the Religiosity scale was created and tested against the other variables
selected for this study in order to determine the relationship between religious strength,
political affiliations, perceptions of sexual minorities, and perceptions of the right to
marry for sexual minorities.
Survey Analysis Hypotheses
In hypothesizing the GSS outcomes, I predict that respondents who more strongly
identify with the Republican Party or more conservative beliefs will be more inclined to
disagree with gay men and lesbian relationships and their right to marry. This hypothesis
relates to political capital in that affiliations with one political party or political ideology
might have a significant influence in the perceptions of the LGBT community and their
right to marry. If, indeed, there is a significant relationship between a political party or
ideology and negative perceptions of LGBT individuals, political capital is evident
because one group has the ability to influence or construct agendas over another.
Furthermore, I estimate that respondents who have stronger religious views are
also more likely to be discontent with gay men, lesbians, and the issue of marriage
equality. This prediction can be seen in the first two stages of subcultural identity theory
because there is a perceived threat and an affirmation in religious beliefs. If individuals
who identify as Protestants tend to disagree with or negatively portray LGBT individuals
and their right to marry, then this hypothesis will assist my overall goal of the project to
understand the constructed views of conservative religious sub-groups in regard to the
LGBT community. This prediction is related to the political hypothesis because religious
influences can persuade political values and political agendas.
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Participants
As seen in the descriptive statistics table below, the average age of Protestant
respondents is approximately fifty-one years. In regard to self-identified socioeconomic
class, respondents identified most with the working and middle classes. Over half of the
respondents’ highest degree attained is a high school diploma. The most common selfidentified political party/identity among Protestants is Democrat (34%) followed closely
by Independent (32%) and Republican (32%) affiliations. Roughly three-fourths of the
respondents are white, and women make up the majority of the sample. To reiterate, it is
important to consider these demographics when attempting to consider how religion, in
addition with other factors, can shape an individual’s view on the LGBT community and
marriage equality.
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Table A.1

Descriptive Statistics for Protestant Respondents (2012 GSS)a

Variable

Age
Class
Lower
Working
Middle
Upper
Education Level
Less Than HS
High School
Junior College
Bachelor
Graduate
Political Party ID
Democrat
Independent
Republican
Race
White
Black
Other
Sex
Male
Female

Count (%) =
206 (9%)
920 (42%)
1007 (46%)
60 (3%)
264 (12%)
1159 (53%)
171 (8%)
415 (19%)
198 (9%)
749 (34%)
709 (32%)
696 (32%)
1629 (74%)
483 (22%)
95 (4%)
951 (43%)
1256 (57%)

Mean
50.9
2.42

SD
17.06
0.70

1.60

1.18

1.98

0.82

1.31

0.55

1.57

0.5

As a result of missing data, N is not 2207 for all variables and some total percentages are less
than 100%.

a
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Research Questions:
R1:

How does pulpit rhetoric construct the in-group’s view of the out-group LG
community?

R2:

How does pulpit rhetoric communicate social norms amongst the in-group a
create a collective identity?
BT
How does the speaker use in-group identity to call for political action?

R3:

Sermon/Transcript Information:

nd/or

Sermon Title:
Name of pastor:
-

Demographics of pastor:

-

Gender:

Male

-

Race:

White Black Other

N/A

-

Age:

Under 20
50s – 60s

30s – 40s
N/A

Female

20s – 30s
60s +

N/A

Date of publication:
Church Denomination:
__ Assembly of God

__ Independent Bible

__ Baptist

__ Lutheran

__ Charismatic

__ Mennonite

__ Christian Church

__ Methodist

__ Christian Missionary Alliance

__ Other

__ Church of Christ

__ Pentecostal
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40s – 50s

__ Church of God

__ Presbyterian

__ Congregational

__ Seventh-Day Adventist

__ Evangelical

__ Wesleyan

__ Holiness
Name of Church:
Location of Sermon:
In which region of the U.S. is the sermon located?
__ Northeast

__ Midwest

__ South

__ West

Qualitative Analysis (Themes):
1)

Does the sermon mention politics in any form (i.e. public policy, political
candidates, political parties, political elections, political/social activism, etc.)?

2)

Does the sermon mention physical, mental, or emotional harm?

3)

Does the sermon mention any other sociopolitical issues (i.e. abortion, welfare,
health care, etc.)?

4)

What are other Christian actions that are called for?

5)

Is Satan mentioned in the sermon? If so, how is he mentioned?
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Quantitative Analysis (Count):
How many times the LGBT community is referenced (e.g. “homosexuals,” “gays,”
“lesbians,” “bisexuals,” “fag,” “queer,” “transvestite,” etc.)?

Biblical passages referenced. This will be conducted across all 23 sermons to see trends
and popular biblical citations. (e.g. 1 Corinthians 6:9-10: Cited 12 times).

Specific keywords that negatively portray the LGBT community (e.g. “evil,”
“abomination,” “sin or sinful,” “lost,” “immoral,” “AIDS,” “unclean,” etc.).

How many times is same-sex marriage mentioned in the sermons (both individual
sermons and the collection of 101 sermons)?
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Figure C.1

Table C.2

Histogram of Religiosity Scale

Chronbach’s Alpha Level

Case Processing Summary
N
Valid
Cases

Reliability Statistics
%

661

29.9

Excludeda

1546

70.1

Total

2207

100.0

Cronbach's

N of Items

Alpha
.602

Weighted by the variable WEIGHT
VARIABLE
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Table C.3

Eigenvalue
Total Variance Explained

Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

% of Variance

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Cumulative %

1

2.424

48.475

48.475

2

.999

19.977

68.452

3

.621

12.415

80.867

4

.534

10.676

91.543

5

.423

8.457

100.000

Table C.4

Descriptive Statistics of Religiosity Scale
Statistics

Religioisity_NEW
N

Valid
Missing

661
1546

Mean

16.09

Std. Deviation

4.467

Minimum

5

Maximum

22

Percentiles

25

13.00

50

16.56

75

20.00
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Total
2.424

% of Variance
48.475

Cumulative %
48.475

Table C.5

Descriptive Statistics of Religiosity Scale
Religioisity_NEW
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

5

4

.2

.6

.6

6

6

.3

.9

1.5

7

12

.5

1.8

3.4

8

17

.8

2.5

5.9

9

23

1.0

3.4

9.3

10

31

1.4

4.7

14.0

11

25

1.1

3.8

17.8

12

39

1.8

6.0

23.8

13

45

2.1

6.9

30.6

14

35

1.6

5.3

35.9

15

46

2.1

6.9

42.9

16

47

2.1

7.1

50.0

17

41

1.9

6.2

56.2

18

41

1.9

6.2

62.4

19

44

2.0

6.6

69.1

20

54

2.5

8.2

77.3

21

84

3.8

12.6

90.0

22

66

3.0

10.0

100.0

661

29.9

100.0

1546

70.1

2207

100.0

Total
Missing
Total

System
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Old Testament (New International Version)
Genesis 2:22-24
Then the LORD God made a woman from the rib he had taken out of the man, and he
brought her to the man. 23 The man said, “This is now bone of my bones and flesh of my
flesh; she shall be called ‘woman,’ for she was taken out of man.” 24 That is why a man
leaves his father and mother and is united to his wife, and they become one flesh.
22

Genesis 3:1-24
1
Now the serpent was more crafty than any of the wild animals the LORD God had
made. He said to the woman, “Did God really say, ‘You must not eat from any tree in the
garden’?”
2

The woman said to the serpent, “We may eat fruit from the trees in the garden, 3 but
God did say, ‘You must not eat fruit from the tree that is in the middle of the garden, and
you must not touch it, or you will die.’”

4

“You will not certainly die,” the serpent said to the woman. 5 “For God knows that
when you eat from it your eyes will be opened, and you will be like God, knowing good
and evil.”
6

When the woman saw that the fruit of the tree was good for food and pleasing to the
eye, and also desirable for gaining wisdom, she took some and ate it. She also gave some
to her husband, who was with her, and he ate it. 7 Then the eyes of both of them were
opened, and they realized they were naked; so they sewed fig leaves together and made
coverings for themselves.
8

Then the man and his wife heard the sound of the LORD God as he was walking in the
garden in the cool of the day, and they hid from the LORD God among the trees of the
garden. 9 But the LORD God called to the man, “Where are you?”
10

He answered, “I heard you in the garden, and I was afraid because I was naked; so I
hid.”
11

And he said, “Who told you that you were naked? Have you eaten from the tree that I
commanded you not to eat from?”
12

The man said, “The woman you put here with me—she gave me some fruit from the
tree, and I ate it.”
13

Then the LORD God said to the woman, “What is this you have done?”

The woman said, “The serpent deceived me, and I ate.”
14

So the LORD God said to the serpent, “Because you have done this,
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“Cursed are you above all livestock and all wild animals! You will crawl on your belly
and you will eat dust all the days of your life. 15 And I will put enmity between you and
the woman, and between your offspring and hers; he will crush your head, and you will
strike his heel.”
16

To the woman he said, “I will make your pains in childbearing very severe;
with painful labor you will give birth to children. Your desire will be for your husband,
and he will rule over you.”
17

To Adam he said, “Because you listened to your wife and ate fruit from the tree about
which I commanded you, ‘You must not eat from it,’
“Cursed is the ground because of you; through painful toil you will eat food from it all
the days of your life. 18 It will produce thorns and thistles for you, and you will eat the
plants of the field. 19 By the sweat of your brow you will eat your food until you return to
the ground, since from it you were taken; for dust you are and to dust you will return.”
20

Adam named his wife Eve, because she would become the mother of all the living.

21

The LORD God made garments of skin for Adam and his wife and clothed them. 22
And the LORD God said, “The man has now become like one of us, knowing good and
evil. He must not be allowed to reach out his hand and take also from the tree of life and
eat, and live forever.” 23 So the LORD God banished him from the Garden of Eden to
work the ground from which he had been taken. 24 After he drove the man out, he placed
on the east side of the Garden of Eden cherubim and a flaming sword flashing back and
forth to guard the way to the tree of life.
Genesis 19: 1-29 (Sodom & Gomorrah)
1
The two angels arrived at Sodom in the evening, and Lot was sitting in the gateway of
the city. When he saw them, he got up to meet them and bowed down with his face to the
ground.
2
“My lords,” he said, “please turn aside to your servant’s house. You can wash your feet
and spend the night and then go on your way early in the morning.” “No,” they answered,
“we will spend the night in the square.” 3 But he insisted so strongly that they did go with
him and entered his house. He prepared a meal for them, baking bread without yeast, and
they ate. 4 Before they had gone to bed, all the men from every part of the city of
Sodom—both young and old—surrounded the house. 5 They called to Lot, “Where are
the men who came to you tonight? Bring them out to us so that we can have sex with
them.”
6
Lot went outside to meet them and shut the door behind him 7 and said, “No, my
friends. Don’t do this wicked thing. 8 Look, I have two daughters who have never slept
with a man. Let me bring them out to you, and you can do what you like with them. But
don’t do anything to these men, for they have come under the protection of my roof.”
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9

“Get out of our way,” they replied. “This fellow came here as a foreigner, and now he
wants to play the judge! We’ll treat you worse than them.” They kept bringing pressure
on Lot and moved forward to break down the door.
10
But the men inside reached out and pulled Lot back into the house and shut the door. 11
Then they struck the men who were at the door of the house, young and old, with
blindness so that they could not find the door.
12
The two men said to Lot, “Do you have anyone else here—sons-in-law, sons or
daughters, or anyone else in the city who belongs to you? Get them out of here, 13 because
we are going to destroy this place. The outcry to the LORD against its people is so great
that he has sent us to destroy it.”
14
So Lot went out and spoke to his sons-in-law, who were pledged to marry his
daughters. He said, “Hurry and get out of this place, because the LORD is about to
destroy the city!” But his sons-in-law thought he was joking.
15
With the coming of dawn, the angels urged Lot, saying, “Hurry! Take your wife and
your two daughters who are here, or you will be swept away when the city is punished.”
16
When he hesitated, the men grasped his hand and the hands of his wife and of his two
daughters and led them safely out of the city, for the LORD was merciful to them. 17 As
soon as they had brought them out, one of them said, “Flee for your lives! Don’t look
back, and don’t stop anywhere in the plain! Flee to the mountains or you will be swept
away!”
18
But Lot said to them, “No, my lords, please! 19 Your servant has found favor in your
eyes, and you have shown great kindness to me in sparing my life. But I can’t flee to the
mountains; this disaster will overtake me, and I’ll die. 20 Look, here is a town near
enough to run to, and it is small. Let me flee to it—it is very small, isn’t it? Then my life
will be spared.”
21
He said to him, “Very well, I will grant this request too; I will not overthrow the town
you speak of. 22 But flee there quickly, because I cannot do anything until you reach it.”
(That is why the town was called Zoar.)
23
By the time Lot reached Zoar, the sun had risen over the land. 24 Then the LORD
rained down burning sulfur on Sodom and Gomorrah—from the LORD out of the
heavens. 25 Thus he overthrew those cities and the entire plain, destroying all those living
in the cities—and also the vegetation in the land. 26 But Lot’s wife looked back, and she
became a pillar of salt.
27
Early the next morning Abraham got up and returned to the place where he had stood
before the LORD. 28 He looked down toward Sodom and Gomorrah, toward all the land
of the plain, and he saw dense smoke rising from the land, like smoke from a furnace.
29
So when God destroyed the cities of the plain, he remembered Abraham, and he
brought Lot out of the catastrophe that overthrew the cities where Lot had lived.
Genesis 19: 30-38 (Lot & His Daughters)
Lot and his two daughters left Zoar and settled in the mountains, for he was afraid to
stay in Zoar. He and his two daughters lived in a cave.
31
One day the older daughter said to the younger, “Our father is old, and there is no man
around here to give us children—as is the custom all over the earth. 32 Let’s get our father
to drink wine and then sleep with him and preserve our family line through our father.”
30
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33

That night they got their father to drink wine, and the older daughter went in and slept
with him. He was not aware of it when she lay down or when she got up.
34
The next day the older daughter said to the younger, “Last night I slept with my father.
Let’s get him to drink wine again tonight, and you go in and sleep with him so we can
preserve our family line through our father.” 35 So they got their father to drink wine that
night also, and the younger daughter went in and slept with him. Again he was not aware
of it when she lay down or when she got up.
36
So both of Lot’s daughters became pregnant by their father. 37 The older daughter had a
son, and she named him Moab; he is the father of the Moabites of today. 38 The younger
daughter also had a son, and she named him Ben-Ammi; he is the father of the
Ammonites of today.
Leviticus 18:22
Do not have sexual relations with a man as one does with a woman; that is detestable.
Leviticus 20:10-15
If a man commits adultery with another man’s wife—with the wife of his neighbor—
both the adulterer and the adulteress are to be put to death.
11
If a man has sexual relations with his father’s wife, he has dishonored his father. Both
the man and the woman are to be put to death; their blood will be on their own heads.
12
If a man has sexual relations with his daughter-in-law, both of them are to be put to
death. What they have done is a perversion; their blood will be on their own heads.
13
“If a man has sexual relations with a man as one does with a woman, both of them have
done what is detestable. They are to be put to death; their blood will be on their own
heads.
14
If a man marries both a woman and her mother, it is wicked. Both he and they must be
burned in the fire, so that no wickedness will be among you.
15
If a man has sexual relations with an animal, he is to be put to death, and you must kill
the animal.
10

Jeremiah 31:3
The LORD appeared to us in the past, saying: “I have loved you with an everlasting love;
I have drawn you with unfailing kindness.”
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New Testament (New International Version)
Matthew 7:12 (The Golden Rule)
So in everything, do to others what you would have them do to you, for this sums up the
Law and the Prophets.
Mark 10:6-9
6
“But at the beginning of creation God ‘made them male and female.’ 7 ‘For this reason a
man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, 8 and the two will become
one flesh.’ So they are no longer two, but one flesh. 9 Therefore what God has joined
together, let no one separate.”
John 3:16
For God so loved the world that he gave his one and only Son, that whoever believes in
him shall not perish but have eternal life.
John 8:3-11
3
The teachers of the law and the Pharisees brought in a woman caught in adultery. They
made her stand before the group 4 and said to Jesus, “Teacher, this woman was caught in
the act of adultery. 5 In the Law Moses commanded us to stone such women. Now what
do you say?” 6 They were using this question as a trap, in order to have a basis for
accusing him.
But Jesus bent down and started to write on the ground with his finger. 7 When they kept
on questioning him, he straightened up and said to them, “Let any one of you who is
without sin be the first to throw a stone at her.” 8 Again he stooped down and wrote on
the ground.
9
At this, those who heard began to go away one at a time, the older ones first, until only
Jesus was left, with the woman still standing there. 10 Jesus straightened up and asked her,
“Woman, where are they? Has no one condemned you?”
11
“No one, sir,” she said. “Then neither do I condemn you,” Jesus declared. “Go now and
leave your life of sin.”
Romans 1:18-32
18
The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against all the godlessness and
wickedness of people, who suppress the truth by their wickedness, 19 since what may be
known about God is plain to them, because God has made it plain to them. 20 For since
the creation of the world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—
have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been made, so that people are
without excuse.
21
For although they knew God, they neither glorified him as God nor gave thanks to him,
but their thinking became futile and their foolish hearts were darkened. 22 Although they
claimed to be wise, they became fools 23 and exchanged the glory of the immortal God
for images made to look like a mortal human being and birds and animals and reptiles.
24
Therefore God gave them over in the sinful desires of their hearts to sexual impurity
for the degrading of their bodies with one another. 25 They exchanged the truth about God
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for a lie, and worshiped and served created things rather than the Creator—who is forever
praised. Amen.
26
Because of this, God gave them over to shameful lusts. Even their women exchanged
natural sexual relations for unnatural ones. 27 In the same way the men also abandoned
natural relations with women and were inflamed with lust for one another. Men
committed shameful acts with other men, and received in themselves the due penalty for
their error.
28
Furthermore, just as they did not think it worthwhile to retain the knowledge of God, so
God gave them over to a depraved mind, so that they do what ought not to be done. 29
They have become filled with every kind of wickedness, evil, greed and depravity. They
are full of envy, murder, strife, deceit and malice. They are gossips, 30 slanderers, Godhaters, insolent, arrogant and boastful; they invent ways of doing evil; they disobey their
parents; 31 they have no understanding, no fidelity, no love, no mercy. 32 Although they
know God’s righteous decree that those who do such things deserve death, they not only
continue to do these very things but also approve of those who practice them.
Romans 3:22-24
22
This righteousness is given through faith in Jesus Christ to all who believe. There is no
difference between Jew and Gentile, 23 for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of
God, 24 and all are justified freely by his grace through the redemption that came by
Christ Jesus.
1 Corinthians 6:9-11
9
Or do you not know that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be
deceived: Neither the sexually immoral nor idolaters nor adulterers nor men who have
sex with men 10 nor thieves nor the greedy nor drunkards nor slanderers nor swindlers
will inherit the kingdom of God. 11 And that is what some of you were. But you were
washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and
by the Spirit of our God.
Ephesians 5:22-23
Wives, submit yourselves to your own husbands as you do to the Lord. 23 For the
husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his body, of which he
is the Savior.

22

Colossians 3: 18-19
Wives, submit yourselves to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord. 19 Husbands, love
your wives and do not be harsh with them.
18

Hebrews 13:4
Marriage should be honored by all, and the marriage bed kept pure, for God will judge
the adulterer and all the sexually immoral.
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James 2:10
For whoever keeps the whole law and yet stumbles at just one point is guilty of breaking
all of it.
1 Peter 4:8
Above all, love each other deeply, because love covers over a multitude of sins.
1 John 4:18
There is no fear in love. But perfect love drives out fear, because fear has to do with
punishment. The one who fears is not made perfect in love.
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